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Introduction: How Theory Harms Trans 
People and the LGBT Community 


In recent years, | have noticed a decline in the level of 
psychological wellbeing in the LGBT community. Despite 
things having objectively improved throughout the Western 
world for LGBT people in the past 20 years, | have never seen 
so much anger, frustration and pessimism among my fellow 
LGBT people. During the time | was in college, conservatives 
in most US states and several other countries like Australia 
actively moved to ban gay marriage, but even then LGBT 
people weren't so angry and frustrated. From my high school 
days to the present, gay marriage went from being legal in 
zero countries to being legal in most of the West; anti- 
discrimination laws have been gradually extended, you can 
no longer be fired for being LGBT, but LGBT people seem to 
be getting angrier all the time. And this doesn't make sense 
to me. Digging deeper, | came to the conclusion that 
postmodern theory was the culprit of this change. 


Back in the 1950s, the psychologist Julian B. Rotter 
developed the idea that people could be placed ona 
spectrum of having an internal locus of control on one end, 
vs an external locus of control on the other end. People with 
an internal locus of control believed that they were in control 
of, and responsible for, the successes or failures in their lives, 
and Rotter observed that they had high achievement 
motivation. This, of course, is an essential ingredient for 


success in life, as well as a key factor in psychological health. 
On the other hand, postmodern critical theories teach 
women and various minorities, including ethnic minorities 
and LGBT people alike, that our fate is being determined by 
an oppressive system that won't let us succeed, and this 
doesn't really change even with the various aforementioned 
legal reforms, which | think is nonsense, but it's what they 
would have us believe. Postmodern criticalism is effectively 
encouraging us to develop an external locus of control, which 
is both bad for our mental health and make us less successful 
in our own lives. | therefore like to argue that these theories 
are actually more effective at oppressing minorities and 
keeping us down, than whatever the most bigoted 
reactionaries out there can dream of. 


Similarly, another 20th century psychologist Abraham 
Maslow, most famous for his 'Maslow's hierarchy of needs', 
observed that self-actualizing individuals, people who were 
able to reach the highest level on his pyramid model of 
development, shared several important characteristics. 
Among them was being grounded in reality and being 
committed to the truth, things that are actively discouraged 
by postmodernism. Self-actualizing people were also 
spontaneous, creative, and not rigidly bound by social 
conventions, the opposite of what postmodern criticalism 
would impose on us in the form of making everything 
problematic, telling us to 'check our privilege’ all the time, 
and forcing a whole new and unnatural way of speaking and 
relating onto all of us because they believe that language 
shapes reality. In other words, postmodern criticalism 
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actively prevents us from reaching our full development 
according to the Maslow's hierarchy of needs, which means 
that it is literally regressive! 


Besides acting to harm our psychological health, theory also 
exerts a negative effect on the conversation around trans 
issues in the wider world, leading to fewer successes and 
more backlash when it comes to trans rights. This also 
happens in multiple ways. Firstly, postmodern theory 
essentially teaches us that we don't have to work with 
reality. As if reality itself is simply a social construct that can 
be altered at will, simply by changing our language, or forcing 
other people to change their language. However, human 
beings are just like any other living being on this planet, and 
are completely subject to the basic rules of biology, 
especially evolutionary biology. Certain things, like our sense 
of gender both in ourselves and in the outside world, or 
whether one is attracted to another person or not, are 
hardwired into all of us, because it would be evolutionarily 
adaptive to do so. No language games can change that. This 
is why, when it comes to nature vs nurture, | come down 
strongly on the nature side, and | believe there is plenty of 
empirical evidence supporting my stance. Anyway, the 
important thing to know is, life is full of inherent limitations, 
and effective solutions need to take these limitations into 
account. We need to take empirical reality as it is, and 
compromise with reality's limitations to reach effective 
solutions. The trans community of 10 years ago understood 
this, but today's trans activists seem not to. 
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Secondly, the very presence of theory, much of it 
unscientific, has served to confuse the fundamentals of the 
conversation on trans issues. For example, there has been a 
fixation on the question of whether gender is a social 
construct, which is a core belief of the postmodern criticalist 
worldview. | personally strongly disagree with the idea of 
gender being a social construct, because | think the empirical 
science says otherwise. However, that is not the important 
point. The important point is that, we shouldn't be focusing 
on these pointless philosophical debates. We should be 
focusing on the reality of trans lives, and what could be done 
to make those lives better. We should be focusing on the 
actual difficulties faced by people who are suffering from 
gender dysphoria, rather than the philosophy of what gender 
is. Trans lives are real lives, not some hypothetical academic 
question. We want practical solutions that work, not 
philosophy or theory that only works on paper. 


This book is written from a broadly liberal, and at times 
specifically Moral Libertarian point of view. As a Moral 
Libertarian, | value free speech, | believe in sharing a reality 
with other people rooted in the objective truth, and that 
judgement of right and wrong is possible by observing 
objective facts and outcomes. This worldview is at the root of 
my advocacy for a return to a fact-based trans discourse, and 
my opposition to postmodernism more generally. However, 
the argument made here is also about what is best for trans 
people, as well as what is good for society in general. Hence, 
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one does not necessarily need to be a Moral Libertarian, or 
otherwise agree with my politics, to agree with the 
arguments presented here. 
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Chapter 1. Queer Theory: The Core of the 
Problem 


Let's start here. After thinking about the fact that trans 
people shouldn't be in conflict at all with the long-standing 
archetypes of 'male' and 'female’, | have come to the 
conclusion that Queer Theory is the problem at the heart of 
the recent toxicity of the trans discourse. 


Indeed, the narratives of many, if not most, trans people 
wouldn't make sense at all without the archetypes of 'male' 
and 'female' being there, and meaning something concrete, 
in the first place. In a world without 'male' and 'female' as 
meaningful concepts, trans identity wouldn't make sense at 
all. The total deconstruction of the concepts of 'male' and 
‘female’ would thus be as harmful for trans people as it is for 
non-trans people. 


This, | think, leads us back to the source of the problem: 
Queer Theory. Basically, Queer Theory is postmodernized 
critical theory applied to LGBT issues, and | guess you could 
see it as a cousin of critical race theory, which is 
postmodernized critical theory applied to race. Queer Theory 
is also fundamentally rooted in the ideas and worldview of 
the postmodern thinker Michel Foucault. Queer Theory says 
that 'male’, ‘female’, 'gay', 'straight', and so on are all social 


13 


constructs, shaped by discourse and performance, rather 
than reflecting a fundamental reality. 


The problem with Queer Theory is that it is anti-essentialist 
in a fundamentalist way. Taken to its logical conclusion, 
almost everything is a social construct (including trans 
identity), and nothing has any concrete meaning at all! This is 
why it's such a bad basis on which to argue for trans 
acceptance and trans rights. Hence, | totally believe that 
Queer Theory's ideas are fundamentally detrimental to trans 
people. 


Why Queer Theory is Bad For Trans People 


The fundamental reason why queer theory is bad for LGBT 
people is because it is ideological, i.e. it is rooted in certain 
philosophical commitments rather than empirical reality or 
the actual lived experience of LGBT people. Queer theory is 
heavily influenced by the philosophy of postmodern thinker 
Michel Foucault, which means that it is fundamentally 
committed to a postmodern, Foucauldian worldview. 
Included in this package are very problematic ideas like how 
knowledge and discourse is fundamentally about power and 
oppression. These ideas have fueled an LGBT culture that is 
overly focused on matters of language, style and identity 
labels, which | believe is ultimately unhealthy for us. As a 
trans person, | can say that my life experience of the world 
does not agree with the postmodern worldview. | simply 
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don't see how language games will change anything. Instead, 
| believe an obsessive focus on language unnecessarily 
divides us, and is not helpful for building bridges. 


Another reason why queer theory is harmful for trans people 
is because of its deconstructive nature, again due to its 
philosophical inheritance. Queer theory sees both gender 
(male and female) and sexuality (e.g. straight, gay and bi) as 
entirely socially constructed, and to be deconstructed. As 
such, queer theory resists having stable definitions and 
identities for everything. It's really postmodern 
deconstructionism on steroids. In fact, some queer theorists 
even resist having a definition for queer theory itself, arguing 
that putting a definition on queer theory is limiting. In the 
world of queer theory, all definitions and limits are to be 
resisted and knocked down. The problem with this approach 
is that it practically denies the ability of people to have a 
stable identity with a stable meaning at all. Right now, what 
trans people need most is for the rest of the world to 
understand us better. An ideology that basically says trans 
people are not understandable is certainly not what we need 
right now. 


It is not just theoretical either. The deconstructive 
orientation of queer theory has produced real world 
confusion about why people identify as trans, leading to 
accusations that trans people are doing it for political 
reasons. This, | believe, is behind the so-called ‘trans 
ideology' moral panic. From what | see, what conservatives 
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call 'trans ideology’ is basically a blend of legitimate trans 
issues and queer theory ideology which has been blended 
into the trans discourse. This blending has created multiple 
points of contradiction (e.g. how 'gender is entirely a social 
construct' but also 'gender identity is innate’), which has 
undermined the general public's pre-existing understanding 
of trans people as being 'born this way’. This situation has 
been seized upon by reactionary forces to argue against trans 
acceptance, on the basis that trans people are supposedly 
politically motivated to identify as trans. In this way, allowing 
legitimate trans issues to be bundled with queer theory, 
which is actually a political ideology, has caused us to suffer 
undeserved backlash. The trans community doesn't have an 
agenda to promote a postmodernist deconstructive ideology, 
and it is only fair that this be made clear. 


The problem is that, queer theory is way too 
disproportionately influential in the trans discourse at the 
moment. This is because of its dominance in the academic 
humanities, particularly the parts that have historically taken 
an interest in LGBT issues. | believe what we need to do is to 
create a counter-narrative, which is basically what I'm doing 
now. | believe we need to speak out continuously, and get 
our narrative heard in the mainstream media, which has until 
now acted as if the queer theory influenced academics and 
activists actually speak for all of us. We need to speak out 
continuously until the bubble of academic queer theory is 
popped, and our counter-narrative can no longer be ignored. 
At that point, we will hopefully have a level playing field, on 
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which we can engage in rational debate against the tenets of 
queer theory. It will be an interesting debate indeed. 


The Many Ways Queer Theory Hinders Trans 
Acceptance 


As | previously described, queer theory is anti-essentialist in a 
fundamentalist way, and insists that all categories of gender 
and sexuality are entirely socially constructed. As such, its 
mission is to challenge, and actively 'deconstruct' in a 
postmodern sense, all stable meanings of terms like 'male' 
and 'female'. While some may say that queer theory is about 
questioning established norms around gender and sexuality, 
it actually goes much further than that. The problem with 
queer theory is not with rejecting rigid binaries and 
categories. The problem is that is takes its anti-essentialism 
way too far, to the point that it simply can't accept any 
essential core meaning in terms like 'male' and ‘female’. This 
means that, ultimately, no shared meanings are possible, 
which severely hampers meaningful conversation and 
understanding. 


Queer theory's refusal to accept at least some level of 
essential meaning for 'male' and 'female' hampers both trans 
people's formation of a stable identity in themselves, as well 
as our communication with broader society. Many trans 
people, like myself, understand our identities as not feeling 
comfortable living as 'male' and more comfortable living as 


17 


‘female’, and vice versa. For me, | formed this view from a 
very young age, and it has been a stable part of my reality. 
Even non-binary people often form their identities in relation 
to not fitting with 'male' and 'female' as pre-existing 
concepts. If 'male' and 'female' were empty categories that 
meant nothing at the core, statements like these wouldn't 
even make sense! By rejecting all essential meaning for 
‘male' and 'female', queer theory invalidates the stable self 
identity of trans people. Instead, it reduces trans identities, 
and indeed all LGBT identities, to opposition to stable 
meanings of 'male' and 'female'. Not only is this not our 
authentic sense of self, and not how most of us arrive at our 
own understanding of what being trans is, it also has 
important harmful consequences for trans understanding 
and acceptance in wider society. 


Queer theory robs trans people of an important way to build 
understanding and find common ground with the 
mainstream. Fundamental understandings of 'male' and 
‘female’ are part of the common shared meanings of society 
going back to before civilization. This understanding isn't 
always best reflected in rigid categories, but the basic 
archetypes of 'male' and ‘female’ are basically eternal. The 
old-school trans narratives that were rooted in our 
relationship to the widely understood archetypes of 'male' 
and 'female' thus provides a way to build a bridge between 
mainstream understandings and the trans experience of life. 
Even such oversimplified statements like 'a woman trapped 
in a man's body' were often useful to help people understand 
us. In a way, this is similar to how gay and lesbian people 
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gained understanding and acceptance through the marriage 
equality campaign. Through striving for marriage, which has a 
widely understood meaning, gay couples were able to 
demonstrate their shared values and shared humanity with 
mainstream society, thus building a bridge between 
mainstream understandings and the gay experience of life. 
Queer theory activists are now trying to deny trans people 
the same opportunity to build bridges with the mainstream, 
because of their ideological commitment to anti-essentialism 
and deconstruction. This, in my opinion, is unfair and cruel! 


Another particular concern is that, in reducing LGBT 
identities, particularly trans identities, to opposition to stable 
meanings of 'male' and 'female’, it distracts from the actual 
experience of trans lives. Instead of discussing the challenges 
faced by trans people in our everyday lives, with a particular 
focus on the needs of people living with gender dysphoria, 
and how trans people can be accommodated, queer theory 
makes the trans discourse all about opposing stable 
meanings of 'male' and 'female'. Queer theory activists are 
essentially turning trans people into a chess piece for their 
radical objectives, and in the process displacing the meaning 
of trans identity from one based in lived reality to one based 
in ideology. 


Queer theory activism has already had harmful effects in the 
real world. For example, the media discussion of trans people 
rarely focuses on gender dysphoria and the needs of trans 
people anymore. There is also not much talk about the 
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validity of trans identity from a scientific or empirical point of 
view. Indeed, | think the way mainstream media portrays 
trans lives nowadays sometimes makes being trans look like 
a lifestyle choice. All this allows the pseudo-scientific talk of 
anti-trans activists, including gender critical feminists 
(sometimes known as TERFs), to sound 'more scientific' than 
us, and hence more credible to many observers. 


This, in turn, has led to a false narrative of trans identity 
being able to be 'resolved' by reducing gender stereotypes, 
as if issues like physical dysphoria did not exist at all. This 
narrative is now surprisingly prevalent, especially in certain 
circles, like IDW fans, and 'anti-woke' socialists. | think this 
just shows how queer theory and gender critical feminism 
ultimately have the same aim, i.e. gender abolition, and they 
are just using trans people in a different way to achieve their 
aim. Different methods but same goal. One might even 
observe that queer theory and gender critical feminism are 
actually playing out a false dialectical narrative that 
ultimately moves towards the ‘abolition of gender’ and the 
necessary erasure of trans people and gender dysphoria in 
the process. If one takes this view, the dominance of queer 
theory on one side of the trans narrative, and gender critical 
feminism on the other side, is indeed a scary situation for 
trans people, and one that we must urgently seek to change. 
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Queer Theory is What Has Come Between LGBT and 
Free Speech 


| have often said that free speech and trans acceptance are 
always friends. After all, free speech increases 
understanding, which increases acceptance. Free speech has 
always been the friend of those who want to advance 
understanding and acceptance of minorities, and those who 
want social progress more generally. However, in recent 
years, some LGBT activists seem to not recognize this 
anymore. Incidents of LGBT activists attempting to 
‘deplatform' views they don't agree with seem to be 
increasingly common. Some veterans of the LGBT community 
have observed that there seems to be an increased emphasis 
on 'safety' at the expense of free expression in LGBT 
community lately, which goes against decades of LGBT 
history emphasizing the importance of being free to express 
who we are. What many of us can agree on is that, there is a 
very real shift happening here, and it's not a good one. So 
what is happening? 


Let's start here. For those of us who believe in free speech, 
why do we believe in it? Basically, it all boils down to a belief 
that free speech, free discussion and debate leads us to the 
objective truth. This kind of thinking is indeed a core theme 
in the cannon of liberalism. The one thing most, if not all, 
branches of liberalism have in common is the belief that the 
discovery of the objective truth is better served by 
empiricism of some kind, rather than blind faith in 
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revelations passed down through generations. In this view, 
one must be free to experiment, to trial and error, including 
through speech as well as action, to get closer to the 
objective truth. The value of allowing people to make errors, 
and to tolerate, and even embrace, emotionally upsetting 
and at times exhausting debate, lies in the hope that the 
exchange of ideas will ultimately lead to a better resolution 
of our differences. This hope works because there is only one 
objective reality, and even through our strong 
disagreements, we are still working towards understanding 
the same objective reality, usually in the hope of advancing 
some common good. 


As a Moral Libertarian, my liberalism is geared towards the 
improvement of the morality of society over time, and | 
believe that free speech, as part of providing maximum 
moral agency to every individual to pursue what they believe 
is morally correct, and observing the results at the end, 
should be the method to get there. Other branches of 
liberalism might have different reasons for embracing the 
way of free speech, trial and error, and empiricism, including 
utilitarianism for John Stuart Mill and justice for the 
disadvantaged in the case of John Rawls, for example. In 
other words, we may ultimately value free speech for various 
reasons. However, it is implied that there must be an 
objective truth, an objective common ground that we share, 
and hence an ability to determine what is objectively good at 
the end of the process, for this logic to work. Those who 
don't believe in sharing a reality in the objective truth have 
much less reason to value free speech, logically speaking. 
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Queer theory insists that the existence of stable, meaningful 
notions of 'male' and 'female' is inherently oppressive to 
LGBT people, and LGBT identity should be defined by 
resisting this. This model positions LGBT lives, particularly 
trans lives, as the battering ram against long-standing 
mainstream understandings of 'male' and ‘female’, rather 
than as participants in a fair marketplace of ideas seeking to 
better our understanding of the objective truth. (In fact, the 
postmodern dogma behind queer theory would not entertain 
any notion of being committed to the objective truth 
anyway.) Queer theory makes it seem like the basic cultural 
structure of mainstream society is inherently oppressive to 
LGBT people, particularly trans people. Hence, there is no 
common ground to be found, and no point to debate. This 
logically leads to a narrative that prioritizes the need to 
protect LGBT 'safety' from the oppressive mainstream, over 
the importance of promoting understanding through free 
speech. 


But what queer theory implies isn't true. There is no inherent 
opposition between being trans and stable, meaningful 
notions of 'male' and ‘female’, as long as the categories are 
not rigidly defined. And there is indeed plenty of common 
ground between trans people and mainstream society. It can 
be found in the commitment to objective reality, through 
commitment to good science and empiricism. Contrary to the 
ramblings of gender critical feminists and other anti-trans 
activists, the validity of gender dysphoria is well established, 
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using the long-standing standards of clinical medicine. We 
might not know exactly what causes gender dysphoria yet, 
but its existence has been established repeatedly in different 
populations at different times. Furthermore, gender 
transition has been shown again and again to be effective 
overall in relieving gender dysphoria, and is the only solution 
that has been shown to be effective in relieving most cases of 
gender dysphoria. All this proves that trans people are not 
merely making a lifestyle choice, or worse, taking a political 
stance, in identifying as trans and undergoing gender 
transition. This is an argument we need to be making much 
more going forward. And as an argument rooted in facts and 
reality, it can withstand vigorous challenge in the 
marketplace of ideas. Given that the validity of trans lives is 
well established in facts and reality, there really is no reason 
to shy away from promoting understanding through free 
speech. 


Hence, for the sake of advancing trans understanding and 
acceptance, we need to move away from the queer theory 
philosophy, and return to a place where we can find common 
ground with mainstream society, so productive speech is 
possible. We can do so by focusing on the facts and the 
actual reality behind trans lives. We have a robust case to 
make for our acceptance, and we need to do it before the 
gender critical feminists and other anti-trans activists 
combine with queer theory activists to bury it for good. It is 
our responsibility to speak up before it's too late. 
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Why Trans and Queer Theory is Skewed and 
Unrealistic 


As we have seen, the trans conversation is currently being 
driven to a significant extent by theory that is not well 
grounded in reality, and this is not helpful for improving 
understanding about trans people and trans issues. So why is 
this happening? | think it is actually rooted in the 
environment in which these theories originated. Many 
popular theories about LGBT people, the nature of gender 
and so on ultimately have their origins in the academic 
humanities, particularly philosophy, gender studies, and 
other related fields. As | have often said before, | believe 
there is some kind of imbalance in many of these fields, in 
that certain worldviews and assumptions are currently too 
dominant, to the exclusion of other useful perspectives. | am 
not saying that the currently dominant views are always 
wrong or worthless, but more diversity would be needed to 
produce a more complete and balanced picture of the truth. 


| think this imbalance of perspectives, the superficial cause of 
the skew in the theories, can be traced to an even more 
fundamental cause. That would be the split of science away 
from philosophy. Historically, the roots of what we would 
consider science today was part of philosophy, called ‘natural 
philosophy’. But by the 19th century, the scientific method 
had become very well developed, which meant that scientific 
inquiry became a specialized pursuit, with its own 
epistemology, its own defined methods of acquiring 
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knowledge and its own standards of required proof for 
validation of hypotheses. This meant that it no longer fitted 
well within the broader and more open field of philosophy, 
therefore the split. 


Don't get me wrong, | have always been a big fan of the 
scientific method, and its arrival had been responsible for 
many key advancements that we now take for granted. 
However, the divorce of science and philosophy has gradually 
produced a skew within philosophy, in that it has moved 
further and further away from empiricism, objectivity and 
logical reasoning with each generation. It looks like 
philosophy is missing a particular perspective because it has 
been taken away by the split with science. As one might 
expect, the continued absence of an important perspective 
has led philosophy to grow further and further skewed in the 
opposite direction. The split has had many important 
downstream effects. For example, one might lament the lack 
of great liberal (as opposed to criticalist, structuralist or 
postmodernist) political philosophers in recent decades. 
However, if you look at the historical cannon of liberal 
philosophers, many of them were actually committed 
empirical thinkers. The same kind of thinker would be more 
likely to be found in the sciences, or even in economics 
departments, than in philosophy today. In other words, the 
kind of minds who came up with the classical liberal cannon 
probably wouldn't be doing philosophy at all today, because 
their interests would have brought them to other fields of 
study in the first place. 
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Which brings me onto the next problem. In the age we live 
in, academia is highly specialized, and knowledge is highly 
compartmentalized. This is actually a relatively new 
development if we look at it in the timeframe of the entirety 
of Western history. And | think its downsides are just 
beginning to be realized. One major problem with this 
specialization is that those who work with one perspective 
are often missing another. Therefore, not only has 
philosophy grown to put less and less emphasis on 
empiricism and objectivity, those working in philosophy are 
also unlikely to interact too much with ideas from the 
sciences, the new home of empiricism and objectivity. 


There has been much talk about the need for 
‘multidisciplinary' intellectual work, but the real 
‘multidisciplinary' intellectual, i.e. one that is well versed in 
all the subjects that used to be considered part of the unified 
category of philosophy in classical European culture, is a rare 
thing today. There is at least a good reason that such an 
intellectual would be rare: to specialize in one field of study 
itself would already take about a decade (if we count 
undergraduate plus postgraduate study). To then study the 
other fields probably wouldn't take as long, because the 
common foundations of academic training would already be 
there, but | would estimate that it would still take until at 
least 35, even for a very dedicated and very talented 
individual. And most people probably couldn't afford to stay 
at school full time until 35 or older, even if they wanted to! | 
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actually have a proposed solution for this problem: the few 
individuals with the talent and interest to do this should be 
identified early on (perhaps in high school), and they should 
be given the opportunity to undergo this kind of training, like 
how there are scholarships for doctors who want to pursue 
an MD/PhD combined course of study, which is very costly in 
both time and monetary terms, but very useful for society. | 
think society would benefit much from having an adequate 
number of truly 'multidisciplinary' intellectuals, because it 
would prevent individual fields of study from skewing further 
and further away from each other. 


Anyway, let's return to theories about trans and LGBT 
people. In the current highly specialized academic landscape, 
these topics mostly belong with philosophy, sociology and 
other parts of the humanities. The sciences (physics, 
chemistry etc.) usually don't find this a relevant topic, so 
there isn't even much in terms of 'counter-argument' 
theories to what is being offered in the humanities. The 
exception is clinical medicine, but even there, the amount of 
attention devoted to trans and LGBT issues is less than what 
is available in the humanities. This, | think, explains why 
much of the theory currently out there about trans people is 
not really empirical, that is, not really based in observable, 
objective reality. This really frustrates me, as someone who 
believes in moving towards a more empirical understanding 
of trans people and trans issues. 
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Why Gender Performativity Is Wrong and Anti Trans 


| want to talk about why the idea of 'gender performativity', 
the idea that gender is performed, is wrong, and also 
transphobic. Gender performativity is part of the wider set of 
ideas that consider gender to be a social construct, and is an 
influential idea within queer theory. 


Firstly, there is no evidence to support the idea that gender is 
a performance. In other words, this idea is not evidence- 
based, it has no observable evidence in the real world to 
clearly support it, and it is therefore incompatible with the 
spirit of empiricism. This is the problem with the 'academic 
left' in the late 20th and early 21st century West: a lot of 
their theories simply lack a solid foundation of observable 
evidence to back it up. This, in turn, reflects a rejection of the 
importance of empiricism, which is partly caused by the rise 
of unempirical philosophical schools like critical theory and 
postmodernism. 


Secondly, | think it is reasonable to argue that a 
‘performance’ is only a 'performance’ if it is being 
deliberately 'performed', which implies that there must be a 
personal choice in it. The fact that trans people suffer from 
gender dysphoria is proof that we cannot choose the 'gender 
that we 'perform'. Therefore, the very existence of trans 
people basically disproves gender performativity. 
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Finally, | believe the idea of gender performativity is 
inherently transphobic, at least to some extent. Firstly, it is 
simply incompatible with the trans community's long 
standing belief that gender identity is innate. Under gender 
performativity, a person is always, simply the gender that 
they are performing. Therefore, a trans person, before their 
social transition, is of their birth gender. Furthermore, there 
is nothing more to social transition than to take on another 
performance. Given that it is all a performance, there is 
nothing 'authentic' about either gender performance. Hence 
this could also imply that transition is no more than a lifestyle 
choice. This is why | believe that gender performativity is 
inherently transphobic, even if the people promoting this 
idea may not be transphobic themselves. 


We Don't Need to Erase Differences to Gain 
Acceptance 


| want to explore the likely historical motivations of queer 
theory-based activism, and why the experience of the past 
two decades has proven these motivations to be misguided. 


Queer theory is a set of philosophical theories about gender 
and sexuality that is rooted in the idea that both gender 
(male and female) and categories of sexuality (e.g. straight, 
gay and bi) are entirely socially constructed. According to 
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queer theory, the deconstruction of these categories is key to 
liberation of humanity, especially LGBT people. | have 
previously criticized this view, on the grounds that the total 
denial of stable identity categories ultimately denies LGBT 
people a clear and understandable identity. This makes us 
less able to effectively promote understanding and argue for 
acceptance in wider society. My concern is that queer 
theory-based LGBT activism essentially makes LGBT identities 
not understandable for mainstream society, which | strongly 
believe is bad for us. 


| think that, to understand where queer theory-based LGBT 
activism is coming from, and why it is so ill-suited to the 
needs of LGBT people today, we need to understand its 
historical context. Queer theory was born in the 1980s-90s, 
and was highly influenced by postmodern thinkers 
(particularly Michel Foucault) who wrote their works even 
earlier. Thus, the historical context in which queer theory 
arose was one that was highly hostile to all things LGBT. You 
have to remember that, for example, homosexuality 
remained an offense in parts of America until 2003. Even 
outside America, things weren't much better, with parts of 
Europe and Australia banning homosexuality well into the 
1990s. Until quite recently, LGBT acceptance was often a very 
difficult and hopeless campaign. 


It was in this context that the queer theory idea of erasing 
the distinction between 'categories' of sexuality like straight 
and gay looked like the way forward for some. This was to be 
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done by promoting a variety of philosophical theories and 
practices to 'deconstruct' gender. | think the logic is basically 
that, if there was no difference between male and female, it 
would logically follow that there was no difference between 
straight and gay, and any discriminatory laws and practices 
would become untenable. Of course, back in the 
homophobic 1990s, those interested in anything 'queer' were 
in the very small minority, and queer theory did not have any 
impact on wider society. Still, the idea lived on. 


Meanwhile, the history of the past two decades has shown 
us that LGBT acceptance can come about, even without 
erasing differences that are scientifically established as well 
as objectively evident. Today, more than 60% of the 
population in most Western countries support gay marriage. 
The fundamental difference between male and female, and 
hence between straight and gay, is still widely acknowledged, 
yet this has not hindered the acceptance of gay and lesbian 
relationships at all. In other words, there was no need to 
erase our differences all along, they simply needed to be 
accepted. Promoting understanding, not erasing differences, 
is the key to LGBT acceptance. 


In a way, queer theory-based activism has a similar 
difference-denying mentality to the ‘stealth model’ that was 
historically standard for trans people, and both were 
ultimately rooted in the same unaccepting social context. The 
difference was mainly that the 'stealth model' required only 
effort from the trans person, and some cooperation from 
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government policies. Therefore, the ‘stealth model' was at 
least sustainable until there was widespread awareness of 
trans people. On the other hand, the queer theory model 
would require a very fundamental change in the worldview 
and culture of the whole society. Moreover, the queer theory 
model would also require widespread challenge to 
established science to succeed. This, | believe, is the biggest 
fault in the queer theory model. 


Anyway, the point is, the aforementioned models of LGBT 
identity only make sense if one believed that the unaccepting 
social context couldn't be fundamentally changed. And 
history has already proven this to be wrong. Therefore, | 
think it's time we moved on from a difference-denying 
mentality, towards a truly open and proud mentality. 


p.s. | know that queer theory is 'anti-assimilationist'. 
However, this does not negate the difference-denying 
psychology at its core. From what | see, the ‘anti- 
assimilationism' is basically a reflection of the belief that 
authentic LGBT integration into the current mainstream is 
impossible, which is actually consistent with its difference- 
denying utopianism. Also, throughout history, the 'anti- 
assimilationists' were often not as brave as the 
‘assimilationists' in actually challenging the status quo. 
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Chapter 2. How Queer Theory and 
Adjacent Philosophy Theories Harm Trans 
People 


Queer theory does not exist in a vacuum. Rather, it is the 
product of a long and complicated tradition of radical theory 
coming out from academic philosophy, and its ideas interact 
with other related theories from the same tradition, both on 
the theoretical level and in real life activism. These 'adjacent' 
theories include radical feminism, postmodern feminism, 
critical theory, poststructuralism, intersectionality, and more. 
In terms of real world effects, the contribution of these other 
theories cannot be separated from queer theory. 


This chapter will examine the many ways in which queer 
theory and its 'adjacent' theories harm trans people, the 
trans conversation, and ultimately trans acceptance and 
trans rights. (The next chapter will examine the broader 
context of the rise of these theories, and the problem they 
are posing for contemporary Western society more 
generally.) 
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The Philosophy Wars Over Trans Lives and Truth 


Right now, there are several different factions involved in the 
debate over trans issues, all with their own rationale for 
supporting or opposing trans rights to certain degrees. 
However, two of the loudest are the gender critical feminists, 
sometimes known as trans-exclusionary radical feminists, 
and the postmodern feminists. The former are staunchly 
against trans rights, while the latter are theoretically for 
them. Note that when | say 'gender critical’, | mean the 
activist movement that is committed to that particular 
ideology, not just anyone who may be questioning certain 
trans issues. 


What makes these two factions so important is that their 
views of trans people have become disproportionally 
influential in the general public, probably because they have 
the most dedicated activists. What I'm most concerned about 
is that, this essentially philosophical war over trans people, 
one that is not fought on scientific grounds but rather on 
philosophical grounds, is confusing the important issues, and 
leading to unwarranted backlash against trans people. 


What may surprise many people is that, the gender 
criticalists and the postmodernists actually share a 
fundamental worldview, that is, gender is a social construct 
created by the patriarchy to oppress women. In turn, this is a 
particular expression of the general critical theory worldview: 
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that the ideas held to be true by most people are often a 
social construct to serve the oppressors of society. Now, this 
might make sense if we were talking about laws or political 
systems. But to apply the idea to the realm of biological 
science is, | believe, basically no different from religious 
fundamentalism. As | previously pointed out, even if we 
separate gender out from genetic sex, there is still plenty of 
evidence that gender, defined as the social and psychological 
aspects, is mostly rooted in biology, and therefore not a 
social construct. Indeed, this biology based understanding of 
gender had been the basis of how many understood trans 
people for many decades. There is also no scientific reason as 
to why it should be abandoned. 


For many decades, gender critical feminists, who believed 
that gender is a social construct, and therefore could be 
abolished, had been at odds with trans people, who believed 
that gender is innate and rooted in the biology of the brain. 
After all, if the gender critical feminists were right, then trans 
people would be basically invalid. If trans people were right, 
then the gender criticalist goal of abolishing gender would be 
impossible. This has always been the root reason of why 
gender critical feminism opposed trans rights. More recently, 
a third faction emerged, the postmodern feminists. The 
postmodernists hold that gender is a social construct, and 
the best way to essentially abolish it is to disrupt and 
deconstruct it. Therefore, they welcome trans people as 
disruptors of the gender binary. As you can see, the 
postmodernists' view is much closer to the gender critical 
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than to old-school trans people, but their different theory of 
how to disrupt gender has led them to support trans rights. 


| believe the rise of the postmodernist narrative is not 
because it is valid or logical. Like everything else postmodern, 
it is clearly not very logical. However, it is convenient. 
Especially by the 2010s, feminism was enjoying a resurgence, 
and trans rights had become a prominent issue, because of 
the rise of LGBT civil rights. If there were a conflict between 
the two, the progressive side of politics could descend into 
deep crisis. The conflict could have been resolved by 
adopting liberal feminism, but many people on the Left 
refused to do that because they connect liberal feminism to 
capitalism, which they see as inherently evil. Instead, they 
adopted postmodernism, which meant that they could 
continue the work of social constructionist radical feminism 
while also supporting trans rights. Very convenient, but not 
scientific or even logically consistent. 


Ultimately, relying on postmodern philosophical sophistry to 
build the New Left's latest coalition has served to harm trans 
people and trans rights. People on the Right in particular love 
to constantly point out the multiple logical inconsistencies. 
There's a glaring inconsistency between the idea of gender 
being a social construct, and the idea of gender identity being 
innate to trans individuals. There's also the question of, if it is 
valid to be transgender, why is it not valid to be transracial, 
which would after all be no different under the postmodern 
worldview. All this time, our supposed community leaders 
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have not been able to provide a response to these very valid 
points, as they have become beholden to the nonsense that 
is postmodernism. In turn, this has allowed both the anti- 
trans conservatives and the gender critical feminists to look 
more reasonable than us, which has meant increased 
support for their worldviews, and increased resistance to 
trans rights. 


| believe, to get anything resolved, the most important thing 
is to uphold the truth. To deny fundamental facts using 
philosophical sophistry, like postmodernism essentially seeks 
to do, or to build shaky coalitions of political convenience, 
like so-called intersectionality seeks to do, can only create 
confusion. Ultimately, the truth trumps all philosophical 
sophistry. As trans people, we should return to the truth we 
have always known: that we are living proof that gender is 
not a social construct. The fact that so many trans people 
suffer from such intense gender dysphoria is the best proof 
that gender is biological, that it is in the brain rather than 
constructed by society. We need to uphold this truth, and tell 
it loud and clear to the world. The truth we know about 
ourselves will gain us respect, understanding and acceptance. 
Allying with one side in a philosophical war that doesn't even 
authentically respect our existence will not do us any good. 
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Trans Issues, Radical Feminism and Critical Theory 


Let's start by defining 'radical feminism’. Different people 
define the term differently, but here, | will use a broad 
definition. That is, 'radical feminism’ here will include all 
major branches of feminism that are not liberal or reformism 
orientated, including the second wave, third wave and 
postmodern influenced varieties alike. Since the middle of 
the 20th century, feminism has been generally divided into 
liberal feminism and radical feminism. In general, liberal 
feminists essentially extend the the liberal commitment to 
equal opportunity, equal treatment and universalist civil 
rights into the field of sex and gender. Thus, liberal feminism 
believes in ending all barriers and unequal access to 
opportunities and choices in life based on sex and gender. On 
the other hand, radical feminism doesn't believe in the liberal 
feminist vision. Instead, their view of gender relations is 
strongly colored by the common critical theory worldview of 
power dynamics between oppressor vs oppressed groups. 
Radical feminism essentially sees the world as fundamentally 
defined by unequal power dynamics between men, as a class, 
vs women, as a class. Furthermore, just like other critical 
theory type worldviews, radical feminism believes that the 
current system is unreformable, revolutionary change must 
occur if there is to be justice, and such change can only come 
with strengthening awareness of the power dynamics, which 
makes it essentially opposed to liberal feminism to a great 
extent. 
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As you can see, the difference between liberal feminism and 
radical feminism has strong parallels with the difference 
between liberal colorblind anti-racism and critical race 
theory. It is essentially a parallel that can be observed across 
a variety of progressive movements, with one side being 
rooted in liberalism, and the other side essentially rooted in 
critical theory thinking. It is what this series is all about. But 
let's return to radical feminism. 


| believe the difficulty radical feminists have had with trans 
people is fundamentally rooted in their binary two-class 
worldview, seeing men and women primarily as two 
antagonistic classes rather than as individuals. The liberal 
model has had a much easier time accommodating trans 
people because it sees people as individuals rather than 
members of a group. Thus, it doesn't have as much difficulty 
in dealing with people who don't neatly fit into a group all 
the time. After all, the liberal demand for treating people 
equally regardless of sex or gender, which is basically sex- 
blindness and gender-blindness, is equally applicable even 
where the sex and gender of the person is mismatched, or 
otherwise unconventional. On the other hand, radical 
feminism requires first classifying people as 100% belonging 
to one class or another, and it is easy to see why it would 
have difficulty with trans people. The core divide within 
radical feminism is basically one of agreeing vs refusing to 
classify trans people with the gender they identify as. The 
bitterness of the divide, as it currently stands, demonstrates 
why the liberal model is better, in my opinion. 
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| think another reason why radical feminism has had difficulty 
with trans people is its a-priori ideological commitment of 
seeing gender as a social construct. As I've said before, 
gender critical feminists can't accept trans people because 
they believe that gender is a social construct, which 
essentially means that all non-physical differences between 
men and women are socially constructed. In this worldview, 
trans people can't logically exist naturally. On the other hand, 
while postmodernism-inspired radical feminists (sometimes 
called intersectionalists) might support trans rights 
superficially, they too can't truly accept most biological 
explanations of trans identity, because they too believe that 
gender is a social construct. This means that postmodernized 
feminism essentially sees trans identity as no more than a 
‘performance’, or an aspect of personality at most. This 
actually amounts to a refusal to understand gender 
dysphoria properly, and is ultimately bad for trans 
acceptance because it perpetuates misunderstanding in the 
wider world. This is why | say that neither side of the radical 
feminist divide actually fully accepts trans people. 


Radical feminism is committed to the idea that gender is a 
social construct, not because of clear empirical evidence 
proving so, but because of the strong influence of the critical 
theory worldview, which includes the view that the dominant 
cultural ideas of society are the ideas that uphold the 
dominance of the oppressor groups. In the radical feminist 
worldview, gender, i.e. any differences between men and 
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women that are not physical, must be a product of the 
patriarchal system that benefits men and oppresses women, 
and hence must be abolished or at least revolutionized in 
some way. There is not much room for compromise here, 
because any compromise would essentially mean accepting 
oppression and giving up on revolutionary consciousness. 
This is why, if the theory of gender being a social construct 
comes up against the reality of trans people, radical feminism 
would essentially demand that reality yield to their theory. 
However, since trans people are real people, and trans lives 
are real lives, this is simply not morally acceptable! 


So this, | think, explains why radical feminism has had so 
much difficulty with trans people and trans issues. It is also 
an example that demonstrates why, compared to the critical 
theory model, the liberal model of social progress is much 
more adaptive, flexible and hence more useful for resolving 
many social justice issues. 
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The Anti-Trans Alliance Enabled by Problematic 
Philosophy 


| want to talk about the unprincipled and pointless alliance of 
two groups: the gender critical feminists on the Left, and the 
reactionary anti-LGBT faction of the Right. Note that when | 
say ‘gender critical’, | mean the activist movement that is 
committed to that particular ideology, not just anyone who 
may be questioning certain trans issues. 


First of all, let me make it clear: this alliance clearly doesn't 
make sense at all, except to oppose trans people and trans 
rights. Gender critical feminism is a very Left-wing 
revolutionary ideology that seeks to radically change society, 
while the reactionary faction of the Right are opposed to 
LGBT rights as part of their broad resistance to all social 
change. They literally belong on the extreme opposite ends 
of the political spectrum! On one hand, if the gender critical 
feminists win, there will be social changes much more radical 
than the longest and wildest trans rights wishlist. On the 
other hand, if the reactionary Right wins, they will turn the 
clock back so far for women that trans people would be the 
least of any feminist's worry. In other words, gender critical 
feminists and the reactionary Right are essentially willing to 
enter a de-facto alliance with their worst enemies, the 
people who would destroy everything they hold dear, just to 
oppose 0.3% of the population! 
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Now, before you say that there is no alliance, | will 
acknowledge that there is no formal alliance. But it is clear 
that there is substantial cooperation going on, and it is 
clearly not accidental or subconscious either. For example, 
intellectuals on the Right who otherwise consistently oppose 
critical theory somehow often make an exception for gender 
criticalism. The same people who go on and on about why 
critical race theory and queer theory are so problematic and 
even dangerous often won't speak a bad word about gender 
critical feminism, even though they clearly share the same 
roots. Some of them might even try to paint the gender 
criticalists in a sympathetic light, saying that they are more 
‘reasonable’ than trans activists because they 'acknowledge 
biology’. What they forget is that the fundamental worldview 
of gender critical feminism is the idea that 'gender is a social 
construct’, which wouldn't be 'acknowledging biology’ at all if 
we stick to the standards of empirical and evolutionary 
science. Opposing all other forms of critical theory while 
being sympathetic to one specific form of it, just to oppose 
trans rights, is the height of hypocrisy! Many gender critical 
feminists have also actively supported anti-trans rights 
campaigns that are clearly started by, and funded by, the 
Right. Some of them have even spoken at events held by 
famous Right-wing organizations! It's really a good example 
of 'cutting off one's nose to spite one's face’. 


As to why a clearly unprincipled alliance like this can exist, 
without much challenge to it, | think it's due to several 
reasons. Firstly, most people don't really expect or require 
others to act in good faith anymore. Perhaps we are all jaded 
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by the dishonesty of our politicians and leaders. However, we 
must not let our disappointment turn into justification of the 
unjustifiable. No matter how bad the reality is, we must not 
give up on demanding that people act honestly and in good 
faith. Secondly, the rise of critical theory and postmodernism 
has put a major dent in the need to be righteous and truthful 
in public life. After all, if even some of the most respected 
philosophers and academics think that sometimes the ends 
justify the means, maybe there are times when the ends do 
justify the means, even if they are unscrupulous means? 
That's the problem with postmodern morality. For those of 
us who don't want to go down that rabbit hole, we must 
remember that, no ends can be justified by dishonest means. 
Finally, perhaps people are just too busy to think deeply 
anymore. Thinking deeply and clearly is required to expose 
the hypocrisy. I'm really worried that the world of social 
media, the world of 15 second videos and 280 character 
statuses, is making people superficial and dumb. 


So what can we do about this? | think that, as people who are 
awake to this hypocrisy, and especially as trans people who 
are caught up by this hypocrisy, we have a unique 
opportunity to expose it, and hence to help restore the 
expectation of honesty and good faith. We just need to speak 
up. Be brave enough to speak the truth loud and clear. Speak 
the truth loud and clear until they hear us. There is no other 
way, really. 
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The Problem with Media Representation of Trans 
People: De-centering of Dysphoria 


Overall, | think that the current media representation of trans 
people is very superficial, and somewhat self-serving. It's 
almost like a few select trans people are put there as ‘fashion 
of the day' accessories, or to give a feel of performative 
wokeness to shows. The trouble is this doesn't go far enough 
to allow the public to understand and empathize with trans 
people, while still being enough to generate a backlash. 


Firstly, while the story lines do illustrate some typical trans 
experiences and struggles, like financial problems, hormone 
therapy, family issues, and the like, they often don't do 
enough justice to the dysphoria. Maybe it's hard to insert 
that stuff into a TV series. Maybe it's more suitable for more 
in-depth formats, like talk shows. Like what we're doing here. 
But you don't often seen trans people on talk shows, at least 
not often enough to let us explain the dysphoria experience 
properly. You know what would be great? A trans talk show 
host, who can integrate the trans narrative with their other 
talk, and maybe discuss this a bit with their guests too. A 
trans version of Oprah or Ellen, if you like. It would go a long 
way to achieve public understanding. 


The problem with having only superficial representation is 
that there is still going to be a lot of misunderstandings. As | 
said, it doesn't go far enough to generate empathy, but it 


46 


does go far enough to generate plenty of backlash. It's almost 
like the worst of both worlds. Furthermore, the lack of focus 
on dysphoria allows the ideologically driven ideas of the 'two 
unholy alliances' to insert themselves into the debate, which 
would only generate more confusion and backlash among 
the general public. If the media wants to be as trans friendly 
as its claims to be, then it really needs to improve its game. 
We need to tell them, we aren't happy with your token 
gestures of performative wokeness, that could indeed do 
more harm than good for trans people in real life. 
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Why a Trans Echo Chamber Full Of Postmodern 
Theory is Unhealthy 


| want to talk about why the trans echo chamber is so 
unhealthy for trans people. | think it comes down to the fact 
that the trans echo chamber is saturated with ideas from the 
trans activist establishment, and their thinking can cause a 
pattern of negativity, especially when combined with our 
inherent cognitive biases. 


Let's start with this. One thing | often criticize the trans 
activist establishment about is that their thinking is full of 
critical theory, particularly postmodern critical theory. If you 
study the history of critical theory, you will know that it is 
heavily influenced by the old-school psychoanalysis of Freud, 
and perhaps others like Lacan. That's why there is so much 
emphasis on unconscious thoughts and beliefs. It's why 
people can be said to be unconsciously transphobic even 
when they don't mean to be transphobic at all. It's why even 
well meaning compliments could be seen as a 
‘microaggression' instead. This deeply negative attitude 
towards everything, is not helpful for anyone. 


The problem with the Freudian influence is, old-school 
psychoanalysis was very much not evidence-based. It is 
therefore considered questionable in modern psychology. 
Instead, we may want to draw on a more modern approach 
to psychology, one that has a much more empirical, 
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evidence-based, and hence scientifically sound, approach. 
And from modern psychology, particularly from cognitive 
psychology and cognitive science, we know that our brains 
are prone to particular cognitive biases. That is, we are all 
prone to seeing things in biased ways, due to the ways our 
brains are programmed. The cognitive biases I'm talking 
about are many, and they can often interact with each other 
too. 


The trans echo chamber amplifies our inherent cognitive 
biases because it encourages us to see transphobia 
everywhere, and because it reinforces the idea that 
transphobia is everywhere. And from what we know about 
cognitive biases like congruence bias, confirmation bias, the 
framing effect, and the bizarreness effect, this can certainly 
lead us to seeing transphobia where there is none. And this is 
not helpful for anyone. Most of all, it is not helpful for trans 
people, who end up with lots of negative thought patterns, 
which they seek, and shall surely find, confirmation of in the 
world around them. We all know that positive thinking 
breeds success, and negative thinking does the opposite. This 
is why the trans echo chamber is so harmful for trans people 
and the trans community. 


49 


Are Trans Activists Confusing Oppression and 
Repression? 


| want to talk about an idea | have been thinking about quite 
a lot lately: the confusion resulting from the conflation of 
oppression, i.e. unfair treatment, and repression in a 
Freudian sense, which includes things like emotional 
restraint. Previously, | argued that this idea, originating in the 
works of critical theorist Herbert Marcuse in the 1950s and 
60s, has since become the unconscious wisdom among a 
wide range of left-wing activists, often leading them to 
misguided actions. Today, | will specifically look at the effects 
of the conflation of oppression and repression on trans and 
LGBT activism. 


While the oppression-repression conflation seems to have 
impacted almost all sectors of leftist activism, the LGBT 
context is particularly prone to its influence, because 
injustice regarding sexual orientation is inherently related to 
repression. For example, allowing straight people to marry, 
but prohibiting gay relationships, is not only unfair in a social 
sense, it also causes an unequal burden of repression, 
because gay people would be expected to restrain their 
natural desires to a much greater extent than straight 
people. Thus, in the example of the criminalization of gay 
relationships, we see that unequal repression is indeed a 
form of oppression, by definition. However, the key word 
here is unequal. The problem is that, LGBT activism, which 
ultimately has its roots in the 20th century campaign to 
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legalize gay relationships, has often forgotten to make a clear 
distinction between repression itself, and the unequal 
repression the community was suffering from, the distinction 
being ‘unequal’. Hence, certain factions of LGBT activism 
have long swallowed the idea that repression equals 
oppression, and have long idealized a world without 
repression and restraint of any kind. 


| have actually come to believe that this is what is ultimately 
behind the long-standing divide between so-called 
‘assimilationists' and radical ‘liberationists' (i.e. non- 
assimilationists) in LGBT activist circles. After all, the labels on 
their own are a bit meaningless. For example, as someone 
who championed gay marriage for 15 years, and put this 
issue at the heart of my politics for quite a while, | was seen 
by many in the community as an ‘assimilationist'. More 
recently, for prioritizing trans rights that would allow trans 
people to live better in society, above what | see as pointless 
philosophy wars, | am again branded as an '‘assimilationist' by 
the same people. However, | don't actually see why my 
politics is inherently more ‘assimilationist' than theirs. If you 
think about it, being willing to forego gay marriage, and being 
willing to stay outside mainstream society as a trans person, 
would definitely reduce the potential of upsetting the ultra- 
conservative elements of society. So, in a way, we are 
actually the unapologetically pro-LGBT ones, and they are the 
conformist ones. It wouldn't make sense to call us the 
‘assimilationists'! 
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However, if 'assimilationist' is interpreted as being okay with 
Freudian repression (as long as it's equal and fair), and 
‘liberationist' is interpreted as liberation from all repression 
and restrain, then it suddenly makes sense. After all, 
marriage is repressive in a Freudian sense, and so is being 
part of mainstream society, and it makes sense that these 
anti-repression ‘liberationists' wouldn't want those things. 
Therefore, the self-proclaimed ‘liberationists' are basically 
people who base their whole politics around anti-repression, 
like Marcuse did, and the people they decry as 
‘assimilationists' are basically people who reject the 
Marcusean approach. 


The problem with an ‘anti-repressive’ LGBT politics is that it 
doesn't actually make life better for LGBT people. The anti- 
repressive radicals of the 20th century weren't successful 
with decriminalizing homosexuality in most places. Their very 
public displays of ‘righteous anger' and their deliberate 
offence against polite society arguably slowed down the 
progress. Instead, it was the people they decried as 
‘assimilationists', who tirelessly made their case in a calm and 
rational manner, who got the job done in the following 
decades. The same kind of people went on to win marriage 
equality, by getting the public on their side. 


Just as things were getting better, the 'anti-repressive' side of 
the movement gained an upper hand again, and started 
using their ‘righteous anger' to de-platform people who 
disagree with them, while accusing those of us who don't 
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support these actions as playing 'respectability politics’. The 
same ‘anti-repressive' activists also support including displays 
many are uncomfortable with in Pride parades, because 
that's supposedly liberation from repression. Meanwhile, 
these activists continue to ignore the rising backlash resulting 
from their actions among the general public, especially 
towards the trans community. You know, there really is 
nothing liberating about antics that alienate the public and 
make LGBT lives harder in the real world. In fact, | think this 
approach to 'LGBT liberation’ is basically self-defeating. 


It's time that we take the question of oppression vs 
repression in LGBT activism more seriously. Given the 
moment of backlash but also potential progress on trans 
acceptance we find ourselves in, this topic is more important 
than ever. Rather than just accepting the Marcuseans' 
framing of the question as about ‘assimilation vs liberation’, 
we should cut to the actual reason behind our differences. 
We need to sincerely talk about this question: is an anti- 
repressive LGBT politics actually productive? Or it is 
counterproductive? Could appropriate restraint be a good 
thing, if we want to build a successful movement to make 
LGBT lives better in the real world? 
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How Current Trans Activism Limits our Models of 
Possibility 


| want to talk about the concept of ‘possibility models’, 
popular among some parts of the trans community, and use 
it to examine how the current dominant discourse of trans 
activism limits the models of possibility available for trans 
people, and hence are actually harming the trans community. 


First, let's look at the idea of ‘possibility models’. This term 
was popularized by trans actress Laverne Cox (from Orange is 
the New Black), who used it in an interview back in 2014. "I 
hate the term 'role model’. | think it's presumptuous to think 
anyone should model their life after me, but | do like the 
term ‘possibility model’ and thinking about what's possible," 
Cox said. Hence, a ‘possibility model’ is basically a trans 
person living out a model of life that can inspire other trans 
people to realize the possibilities about how their life can be 
like. In the case of Cox, the 'possibility' is that a trans person 
can aspire to be a popular actress, for example. 


| think the idea of ‘possibility models' is important, because it 
encourages trans people towards self-actualization, which 
would also be important for our mental wellbeing. In a world 
where trans representation remains limited, the availability 
of a wide variety of 'possibility models’ is especially 
important for trans people who are at the stage of life where 
they need to figure out where to take their lives. 
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In my view, individual ‘possibility models' (embodied by 
specific people) can be further grouped into what | would call 
‘models of possibility’ (more generalized forms). For example, 
Cox showed trans people who wanted to get into acting that 
they can be successful too. Nowadays, there are many more 
successful trans actresses. Together, they show that being a 
successful actress can be a 'model of possibility’, a general 
goal to aspire towards, for trans people who are interested in 
acting. Other common 'models of possibility’ for trans people 
include being successful in fields like academia, journalism, 
computer science, or even being a successful YouTuber, just 
to mention a few areas where prominent trans people have 
found success in. 


| also think that 'models of possibility’ are not necessarily 
limited to careers, because careers are not the only thing 
people define their lives by. For example, there are plenty of 
trans women who are very feminine, and plenty of trans 
women who have a more tomboyish or gender-neutral 
presentation and lifestyle. These 'styles' represent a 
spectrum of 'models of possibility’ for newly out trans 
women still discovering their style. 


This brings me onto the most important point | want to make 
here. In recent years, the dominant trans narrative, heavily 
shaped by the actions of certain activists, paints a 'picture' of 
a typical trans person as being constantly in intense conflict 
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with various parts of wider society. To be fair, this is not 
entirely the fault of the activists, because trans issues have 
indeed (unfortunately) become a culture war football. 
However, activists have often sought to highlight and 
heighten those conflicts, contributing to the 'picture'. One 
thing we need to understand is that it doesn't have to be this 
way, and it hasn't always been this way. For example, when | 
first came out as trans, back when | was in college, the 
common 'picture' of a trans person was someone who was 
singularly focused on their transition, to the point where they 
often didn't care about much else happening in the wider 
world. I'm not saying that this was better, it's just that the 
‘picture' changes depending on the times. 


The problem with the current 'picture' is that it is effectively 
suppressing certain 'models of possibility’ for trans people. 
For example, there are many people who are inherently 
conflict-averse, who prefer to use more peaceful and 
diplomatic means to resolve our differences. Given the 
random distribution of gender dysphoria in the population, 
logically speaking there must be plenty of trans people who 
are like that. Yet, given that almost all of our community 
representatives and icons tend to be on the loud and 
argumentative side, the 'model of possibility' of being a 
diplomatically inclined trans person is effectively suppressed 
and not readily available to those who would find it relatable. 
This is why many diplomatically inclined trans people have 
said that they don't feel like part of the community. 
Something really needs to change here. 
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| also want to briefly talk about what we discussed in the last 
episode, the strong influence of the ideas of the mid-20th 
century critical theorist Herbert Marcuse, and the resulting 
conflation of liberation from oppression with liberation from 
repression. The problem is that, while everyone of us would 
like to be treated fairly in society, not everyone of us would 
like to be ‘liberated’ from all forms of Freudian repression. By 
upholding the Marcusean anti-repression ideal as an integral 
part of their version of trans liberation, the activist 
establishment is effectively suppressing other 'models of 
possibility’ that many trans people would find more 
relatable. These include, but are not limited to, the possibility 
of being a traditionally modest trans woman, the possibility 
of living a community-oriented life in the suburbs, and the 
possibility of being a religious trans person. These ‘models of 
possibility’ might not be for everyone, but true trans justice 
and liberation would require that they be readily available for 
those who want them. 


| guess, just by using my voice to provide my perspective, an 
alternative trans perspective to the dominant ‘picture’ out 
there these days, | am also providing a 'model of possibility’ 
in the process. | am trying to demonstrate that it is possible 
to be committed to trans rights and still embrace a more 
diplomatically inclined method of resolving differences. | am 
also trying to demonstrate that, if you reach out to people 
who might not be entirely in agreement with you, you might 
still find plenty of common ground and even some friendship. 
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Above all, | am trying to demonstrate that the world doesn't 
have to feel like a hostile place for trans people, if that's not 
how you want to see the world. | hope my work can inspire 
more trans people to embrace the complete picture of who 
they really are, rather than just accepting what the activist 
establishment and some parts of society think we ought to 
be like. 
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Chapter 3. The Broader Context of the Rise 
of Critical Theory and Postmodernism 


Let's start with this scenario. Mack is your average young 
man in a Western society. He is a dedicated gamer, and he 
loves learning about geeky computer stuff. He has never 
been particularly into politics or popular culture, but in 
recent years he's been feeling increasingly uncomfortable 
about some of the things that are happening around him. He 
fears that the society he grew up in is changing so fast that it 
is becoming unrecognizable, and it is changing for the worse 
too. Worse of all, he feels like he is being pressured to simply 
shut up and accept everything. 


Sue-Jane is a college student, who is passionate about social 
justice issues. She has always been sympathetic to the 
underdogs and the outcasts of society. Since she started 
college two years ago, she has learned much more about the 
world around her. Her vision of 'social justice’ has greatly 
expanded during this time. However, she feels like 
sometimes she doesn't fully understand what 'social justice’ 
movements are actually doing, and why they do certain 
things, things that she doesn't think are useful for helping 
disadvantaged people in society. Scared that she may be 
doubting the movement out of her own ignorance, she 
generally doesn't challenge what the leaders say. 
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Tess is a young trans woman, who came out and started 
transitioning about ten years ago. She has been grateful for 
the support of the LGBT community and its allies throughout 
the difficult process. However, in the past few years, she 
feels like the LGBT community has fundamentally changed, in 
a very problematic way. There's a new dogma that people 
are simply pressured to accept, even though it doesn't always 
make sense. There's an increasing victim mentality that is 
sapping the energy and optimism in the community. There's 
an increasingly oppositional attitude towards mainstream 
society, something that Tess finds particularly unhealthy. 
Recently, she has decided to do some research to find out 
where all these changes are coming from. However, the 
information she has gathered is confusing, with lots of jargon 
that she doesn't understand. Meanwhile, her friends in the 
LGBT community simply tell her that she should 'get with the 
times’, as if it's just unfashionable to question these changes. 


Mack: You have to look at this objectively. Political 
correctness gone mad is a fact, not my own opinion. 


Sue-Jane: | don't see any objective fact to support your 
claims. Can you tell me what facts, exactly, you are basing 
your claims on? 


Mack: You know, people can't even make a joke anymore. 
Everything is problematic. Everything is racist, sexist, 
homophobic, and so on. There's also too much fuss about 
pronouns... 
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Sue-Jane: | have to stop you here. Basic respect of our fellow 
citizens is a responsibility of all. And that includes respecting 
people's pronouns. 


Mack: I'm not disrespecting anyone. I'm not even refusing to 
use people's preferred pronouns. What I'm concerned about 
Is... 


Sue-Jane: Then what are you worried about? People who 
aren't bigots have nothing to fear from social justice culture! 


Tess: | think Mack may have a point. 


Sue-Jane: Really? He's trying to belittle people like you. He's 
opposed to your rights! Why do you defend him? 


Tess: Because I'm more interested in the truth. And the 
wellbeing of everyone. | think there really is a problem with 
the way some of the things are changing. Besides, | don't 
think the recent changes benefit people like me at all. | 
suspect people with an agenda are using us for their own 
purposes. SJ, even you couldn't rule it out when we talked 
about this possibility last week. So, especially for the sake of 
‘people like me’, | think it's time we had an honest 
conversation about everything. 


Sue-Jane: | guess you have a point too. While | generally 
support social justice movements because | want to help the 
disadvantaged, sometimes | don't understand why they do 
the things they do either. | guess we should get to the bottom 
of the truth. 
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An Insidious Ideology Sweeping the West 


To understand a lot of the unnecessary conflicts, cultural 
crises and mutual distrust in the Western world today, we 
should probably start with 'critical theory’. Critical theory is a 
term that most people are probably not familiar with, but it 
has already had a huge impact on the culture of the Western 
world, thanks to its disproportionate influence among some 
sections of academia and left-leaning intellectuals, starting 
with the Baby Boomer generation (this will be discussed 
further in Chapter 6). 


How Critical Theory Changed Western Society 


So what is critical theory? To tell the story of critical theory 
(small c and t), we need to begin with Critical Theory (capital 
C and T). Critical Theory, with the capitalization, was invented 
by the Frankfurt School intellectuals in the 1930s. The 
Frankfurt School started as an institution dedicated to the 
promotion of Marxism, which was increasingly influential in 
Germany at the time. However, the Frankfurt School was 
decidedly unorthodox in its 'Marxism': for example, it mixed 
elements of Freudian psychoanalysis into its work. Rather 
unusual for a 'Marxist' institution, it also produced a lot of 
cultural (rather than economic) critique. 
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Critical Theory is basically the application of what the 
Frankfurt School intellectuals thought to be 'the method of 
Marx' to study all sorts of phenomenon, including, 
particularly, cultural phenomenon. In fact, the ‘critical’ in 
Critical Theory comes from the subtitle of Das Kapital, 'A 
Critique of Political Economy’. Critical theorists thus believe 
that their work is part of the same tradition as Das Kapital, 
even though this is disputed by orthodox Marxists. Of course, 
Critical Theory, being inspired by Marxism, was never meant 
to be just theoretical, but rather, it was meant to change the 
world in revolutionary ways. Thus Critical Theory always 
invited practical application in the real world, and it is the 
real world effects we should be most concerned about. While 
Critical Theory (with the capitalization), as invented by the 
Frankfurt School, provides the foundation of all critical 
theory, their method has since been generalized to fields 
even further than the early Frankfurt School could have 
envisioned. Furthermore, specialized forms of critical theory, 
for example critical race theory and critical gender theory, 
have been developed in more recent decades, and these 
have strongly influenced movements around identity politics. 
The term 'critical theory’ (without the capitalization) refers to 
all these developments collectively. 


To understand critical theory and its effects on society, we 
need to start with the pseudo-Marxist method they use to 
‘critique', descended from the methods of the Frankfurt 
School, but also greatly expanded over the years. (I've 
decided to put the following in point form, so that important 
points aren't missed.) 
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1) An Emphasis on Group-Based Conflict: Firstly, there's the 
perspective of history being driven by class-based conflicts. 
Marx thought that the history of humanity was driven by 
economic class struggles in every era. Likewise, critical 
theorists believe that human society is fundamentally divided 
into oppressor classes (groups) and oppressed classes 
(groups), with conflict between these inevitable and 
necessary for social change. The main difference is that 
Marx's classes were economic, but the oppressor and 
oppressed groups in critical theory are often culturally 
defined. Furthermore, critical theory's group-based 
worldview leaves little room for individual conscience and 
individual choices. Hence, for example, the accusation that 
‘all men' contribute to patriarchy no matter their individual 
choices. 


2) A Belief in Liberation Through Conflict, and Aversion to 
Peaceful Negotiation: Marx believed that only the workers 
can liberate themselves through their struggle against and 
their overthrow of the bourgeois class. Likewise, critical 
theorists often believe that the only way 'oppressed’ groups 
can be liberated is by their own struggle against ‘oppressor’ 
groups, since the ‘oppressor’ groups wouldn't give way 
without a struggle. This, in my opinion, is a false reduction of 
cultural relations to the crudeness of economic relations, 
something critical theorists are (by definition) prone to. The 
problem is, in this worldview, there is no room for 
negotiation and compromise, and conflict is celebrated. This 
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leads to increased mutual misunderstanding and distrust, 
and prevents the negotiation and consensus building that is 
required to create solutions that can serve everyone well. 


3) An Excessive and Unbalanced Obsession With Historical 
Injustice: In his work, Marx also analyzed how the economic 
classes in 19th century Europe came to be, by studying 
history. He showed that property-less workers came to be 
that way because of historical circumstances, rather than 
their own fault or laziness. This probably inspired the critical 
theory obsession with history, and how the current social 
situation of certain ‘oppressed’ groups can be traced to 
historical injustice. The problem with this obsession is that 
historical injustice is an endless pit, and the endless demands 
for reparations from this endless pit eventually leads to a 
society whose agenda is dominated by group-based claims. 
When this situation is established, there will be no way to 
break through this 'stage' and move back to a society built on 
equal opportunity and individual merit. Other problems 
include the fact that historical injustice can be difficult to 
quantify and competing claims of historical injustice often 
cannot be weighed objectively. Furthermore, consistent with 
its group-based worldview, the critical theory approach to 
historical injustice only considers injustice towards groups, 
and not injustice done to particular individuals or families. 
Giving reparations to certain injustices while neglecting to 
even recognize others effectively leads to a double dose of 
injustice for some, which could eventually create widespread 
resentment and social instability. 
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4) The Encouragement of Victim Mentality: Marxism is a 
materialist philosophy, and Marx believed that a person's 
conscience is derived from their material conditions. In 
critical theory, while there is less emphasis on economic 
material conditions, there is a general attitude that people 
are defined mainly by their membership of an oppressed or 
oppressor class, which serves as a substitute for 'material 
condition’ in culturally based 'classes'. Considerations about 
individual conscience or character are often dismissed in 
favor of group membership-based views. Furthermore, 
Marxists are particularly wary of what they call ‘false 
consciousness’, for example the workers feeling solidarity 
with their bosses, and are particularly keen to cultivate class 
consciousness, that is the workers being aware of their 
oppression by the bourgeoisie. Likewise, critical theory 
encourages the culturally 'oppressed' to develop a 
‘consciousness’ of being oppressed. Hence, in identity politics 
movements influenced by critical theory, women, ethnic 
minorities and LGBT people are actively encouraged to feel 
oppressed and to feel angry at the rest of the world, and 
individuals from these categories who refuse to share in this 
victim mentality are often shunned. Individuals from these 
categories who actively speak up against the victim mentality 
are sometimes labeled 'Uncle Toms’, or even traitors to their 
group. The problem is that, the cultivation of victim mentality 
actually causes a double dose of injustice to already 
disadvantaged minorities, because people who constantly 
believe the odds are stacked against them are much less 
likely to succeed in life. This, in my opinion, is one of the 
most harmful effects of critical theory thinking. 
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5) A Negative Attitude Towards both Traditional Culture 
and Enlightenment Values: This has relatively little to do 
with anything about applying 'the method of Marx' to 
culture. Rather, it has more to do with the views of some 
20th century Western Marxists, including some of the 
Frankfurt School thinkers. Marx believed that workers would 
naturally rise up and overthrow their bosses, when capitalism 
developed to a certain stage. Early Marxists believed that 
Marx's prediction was inevitable. But as the decades passed 
by and the revolution never happened in the West, some 
Western Marxists turned to the theory of ‘cultural 
hegemony' to explain their disappointment. In this theory, 
the advanced capitalist West had developed a cultural 
hegemony of capitalist culture that kept the workers in their 
place and prevented revolution. Almost everything in 
Western culture, from traditional religious views to 
contemporary popular culture, was thought to be part of this 
cultural hegemony. This led to the attitude that the existing 
culture and its institutions were inherently in the service of 
capitalist society and hence oppressive. As such, some 
Western Marxists and critical theorists sought to actively 
disrupt or destroy existing cultural norms, including family 
values, norms around modesty and morality, norms around 
rational debate, and even, in the case of Herbert Marcuse 
(one of the most influential Frankfurt School thinkers), the 
classical liberal values of tolerance and free speech. Marcuse 
openly advocated for the suppression of conservative views 
in his 1965 essay titled 'Repressive Tolerance’. 
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As you can see, the application of common critical theory 
perspectives has led to deleterious consequences in Western 
societies. People have been pit against each other based on 
their membership of culturally defined groups. Cultural 
conflicts have been ramped up, and resolution via mutual 
understanding and reconciliation has been discouraged. 
History has been revisited more and more often, and 
previously buried conflicts are being reignited without 
obvious benefit. Disadvantaged and/or minority groups are 
increasingly being encouraged by activists to uptake a victim 
mentality and an oppositional posture to mainstream 
society, often to the detriment of the wellbeing of members 
of such groups. Traditional cultural institutions like marriage 
and family are being constantly devalued. Core 
Enlightenment values like free speech and universal 
tolerance are being discredited and denounced as tools of 
the oppressors, and unfair practices like the 'progressive 
stack’, or even essentially barbaric practices like 'no- 
platforming’, are increasingly being justified. 


Why We Should Consider Postmodernism Within 
the whole Critical Theory Tradition 


Anti-science and truth-denying postmodern philosophy is 
also sometimes thought of as related to critical theory, and 
for good reason. Traditional critical theory itself is modernist, 
rather than postmodernist, in that traditional critical 
theorists (including members of the Frankfurt School) 
consider their thinking to be 'rational', even if the rest of us 
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may not agree with that assessment. On the other hand, 
postmodern philosophy generally rejects things like 
rationality and unbiased truth. However, if we look closely, 
we will see that there are in fact a lot of continuities between 
critical theory thinking and postmodernist thinking. For 
example, the postmodernist view that illness, gender, sexual 
orientation, and so on are social constructs that exist in 
service of the system can be seen as a logical extension of 
the critical theory view that our existing cultural institutions 
are in the service of maintaining capitalism. Postmodernism 
also justifies its core tenets using critical theory-esque 
arguments: for example, postmodernists consider modern 
medicine and scientific truth to be but one narrative, and 
they consider witchcraft or ancient superstition as another 
narrative that is equally valid. Furthermore, they contend 
that the elevation of science over witchcraft is a cultural view 
encouraged by powerful interests, an argument that would 
be completely at home in critical theory thinking, and could 
even be mixed with critical theories around ‘systemic racism’. 
In other words, postmodern philosophy can arguably be seen 
as just taking critical theory style thinking to its logical 
conclusion. It turns out that, when everything is to be 
doubted, when everything is to be seen as due only to 
historical circumstances and/or in the service of the 
establishment, when everything is to be seen through the 
prism of oppression, when nothing is to be considered simply 
true or sacred anymore, eventually even the fruit of the 
Enlightenment and the pursuit of truth itself would be seen 
in similar light, and what you get is postmodernism. In fact, 
key postmodern thinkers like Michel Foucault are often 
considered to belong under the broad umbrella of critical 
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theorists, and 'postmodern critical theory’ is a thing in 
academia. Hence, the harm from the anti-science and truth- 
denying ideas of postmodernism can and should rightly be 
considered part of the harms of critical theory. 


Furthermore, while postmodernism's anti-science and anti- 
logic excesses are often what people are most concerned 
with, their political effect cannot be fully explained without 
looking at postmodernism's function as an additional 'tool' to 
the critical theory 'toolbox'. For example, contrary to popular 
belief, postmodernism does not in and of itself lead to 
radical identity politics. While postmodernism's lack of 
respect for objective facts is a moral problem, it mainly 
becomes a political problem through the promotion of 
subjectivity driven identity politics, which is rooted in the 
‘radical subjectivity’ that Marcuse and other critical theorists 
have promoted. In other words, postmodernism often takes 
on real political significance by linking with political 
movements inspired by critical theory. In turn, critical theory 
inspired movements become even more problematic and 
irrational with the additional utilization of postmodern 
theory. 


Therefore, while the title of this book addresses 
‘postmodernism’, in this book we are actually addressing 
the critical theory tradition as a whole. This is because, 
fundamentally, the two cannot be discussed separately 
without losing sight of the bigger picture. 
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The Dark Side of Identity Politics 


One of the most important ways critical theory has been able 
to infiltrate into the mainstream is by claiming the mantle of 
‘social justice' for disadvantaged minorities. Of course, the 
critical theory model of ‘justice’ is far from what the term 
‘social justice’ is traditionally understood to mean. However, 
with this confusion about the true meaning of ‘social justice’ 
being an ongoing problem, critical theory has been able to 
act as an imposter for true ideals of justice in many circles. 


Herbert Marcuse: The Link Between Critical Theory 
and Identity Politics Today 


To understand why critical theory has taken a particular hold 
among the social activist class, we first need to understand 
the ideas of Herbert Marcuse, who was probably the most 
influential member of the Frankfurt School, partly because he 
moved to America and wrote in English, and partly because 
he prominently advocated for the application of critical 
theory in social and political movements. 


Back in the mid-20th century, there was a crisis among 
Western Marxists. The workers' revolution Marx predicted 
had not happened in the West, nor was it anywhere on the 
horizon. Various theories were advanced to explain this 
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disappointment. It was in this context that Herbert Marcuse 
began advocating for using 'social outcasts' instead of 
workers as the catalyst for change. These probably included 
ethnic minorities, the unemployable members of society, and 
so on. Marcuse thought that Western workers were already 
too integrated and comfortable in the capitalist system, and 
they had lost the 'revolutionary potential’ that Marx saw a 
century ago. On the other hand, there were still ‘social 
outcasts' who were not permitted to be integrated into the 
system. These outcasts were thus still completely outside the 
system, and completely oppressed by it. Marcuse thought 
that the frustration of the outcasts could be what could bring 
down the system. 


When Marcuse first advanced this vision, he was in fact 
pessimistic about its chances. Western society in the 1950s 
and early 1960s was generally prosperous and peaceful, and 
the prospect of radical change in any case was very low. 
Furthermore, even his fellow Western Marxists generally saw 
his views as too revisionary, too much of a departure from 
orthodox Marxism to be accepted by them. For a while, 
Marcusean ideas seemed to be destined to become 
inconsequential. However, the Vietnam War soon happened, 
and this provided a major catalyst for student-led radicalism 
in the mid-to-late 1960s. These student radicals were not 
attracted to American liberalism, because of its association 
with the Johnson administration and its pro-war stance. They 
were also not attracted to old-school socialism, because of its 
association with Stalin and the Soviet Union. Instead, the 
student radicals, particularly their leaders, read a lot of 
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Marcuse. In fact, one student radical claimed later in life that 
he probably read too much Marcuse back then. While many 
student radicals identified as Marxists, it was instead 
Marcuse's version of social change that they embraced. 


The late 1960s and 1970s also provided fertile ground for 
Marcusean ideas to be applied. Firstly, there were multiple 
movements surrounding the rights of disadvantaged 
minorities, including the civil rights movement, second wave 
feminism, and so on. This fit in well with Marcuse's 
aforementioned idea of harvesting various groups’ wishes for 
social change to build a new movement for radical change, in 
lieu of the original Marxist plan of a revolution started solely 
by workers. In fact, Marcuse embraced the second wave 
radical feminist movement late in his life, and this was 
controversially received by feminists, because some of them 
saw that he was only using the cause of women's rights as a 
catalyst for his program of social change. 


The Marcusean Influence on LGBT Activism 


One of the emerging social movements during the 1960s and 
70s was the gay rights movement. The contemporary gay 
rights movement is often considered to have begun with the 
Stonewall Riots of 1969. Naturally, Marcusean-style radicals 
established a foothold in the emerging movement early on. 
The fact that most mainstream politicians refused to even 
consider the idea of decriminalizing homosexuality back then 
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provided fertile ground for Marcusean-style radicals to 
position themselves as the true allies of the gay community. 
Hence, ever since the 1970s, LGBT activism has been divided 
into a ‘radical’ faction that is strongly influenced by 
Marcusean ideas and critical theory in general, anda 
‘moderate’ faction that is driven by obtaining equal legal 
rights, integration into mainstream society, and winning over 
public support using persuasion in mainstream forums. Over 
time, the relative influence of the two factions have waxed 
and waned over time. For example, during the late 1990s to 
the early 2010s, with gay marriage being the major LGBT 
cause, the moderate faction was dominant. In more recent 
years, the moderate faction's influence appears to be 
decreasing, and the radical faction appears to be on the rise. 
This is why ideas derived from critical theory have inserted 
themselves more and more into the discourse of LGBT 
politics, displacing the previously dominant rhetoric around 
shared values, integration and cooperation. Of course, what 
we need to remember is that both factions are in fact a 
permanent fixture of the LGBT community, there are a 
substantial number of people on both sides of the divide at 
any time, and many LGBT individuals continue to support a 
vision of integration and cooperation with the mainstream. 


While the 'moderate' faction of LGBT activism focuses on 
things like law reform and building bridges with mainstream 
society, the 'radical' faction is effectively about putting 
critical theory into practice, and they certainly don't mind 
upsetting mainstream society while they are doing that. 
Building bridges is certainly not a priority of the radicals. 
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Meanwhile, most observers in the mainstream community 
don't seem to understand this divide: those who campaign 
for gay marriage (almost always moderates) sometimes get 
unfairly lumped in with those who make life difficult for 
bakeries who don't bake gay wedding cakes (almost always 
radicals), for example. Likewise, the mistaken view that trans 
people all believe that gender is a social construct (more on 
this later). 


The New Radical Feminism that Critical Theory Built 


The 'radical' faction of LGBT activism, through embracing 
critical theory in general, also often promotes ideas from 
critical theory influenced radical feminism (again, the term is 
used broadly here, to mean all forms of feminism that are 
not liberal feminism). While feminism had already been 
around for a century by the 1970s, the influence of ideas 
under the critical theory umbrella essentially created a 
fundamentally different form of feminism around this time. 
Unlike conventional feminism and its focus on equal legal, 
employment and education rights, second wave radical 
feminism saw the then-existing society and its sexist relations 
as a system they call ‘patriarchy’, and attempted to study this 
system similar to how Marx studied capitalism, in the hope of 
eventually ‘overthrowing’ it (you can see the critical theory 
influence here). Second wave radical feminists thus criticized 
marriage, family, and sometimes even liberal democracy and 
the scientific method, as being in service of the patriarchy, 
similar to how Marxist critical theorists criticized these things 
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as being in service of capitalism, and with a similar end goal 
of abolishing these things. Radical feminist thinking has 
always had a strong influence on radical LGBT activism; 
indeed, it is the negative attitude of radical feminists towards 
marriage that made radical LGBT activists reluctant to 
embrace the cause of gay marriage for many years, until it 
became impossible for them to continue to resist and remain 
credible. Even today, the radical faction of LGBT activism 
continues to resist the promotion of 'family values' within the 
LGBT community, much to the dismay of people like myself. 


One branch of this kind of radical feminism, 'gender critical 
feminism’, holds that while biological sex is a material reality, 
all conventional understandings of gender are only social 
constructs that serve patriarchy and should be abolished. 
Gender critical feminists vehemently oppose that there can 
be any biological basis to average differences in 
temperament and preferences between the sexes. They 
instead hold that women, as a class (note the use of pseudo- 
Marxian concepts here), are oppressed by men, as a class, 
because of their material condition (again note the use of 
pseudo-Marxian concepts) of having a womb, which is 
required for the reproduction of labor for capitalism. Also, as 
a natural consequence of their ideology that male and female 
brains cannot be different, gender critical feminists oppose 
the idea that anybody can suffer from the medical condition 
of gender dysphoria, or that it could require gender 
transition as the treatment. They instead often use fringe 
theories about trans people, like those proposed by 
Blanchard et al., to explain away the problems of trans 
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people. Which is why some people refer to them as Trans 
Exclusionary Radical Feminists (TERFs), a term which they 
themselves do not accept. Another branch of this kind of 
radical feminism has less of an emphasis on the ‘material’ 
difference of having a womb or not. They are instead 
inclusive of trans women because they believe that both 
genetic women and trans women are oppressed by the 
system of patriarchy. 


While radical feminists are divided on many fundamental 
issues (including, for example, their attitude towards trans 
people), they generally believe that gender, which 
encompasses all the cultural norms and understandings 
around the differences between the sexes, is entirely a social 
construct, and needs to be deconstructed and abolished for 
the sake of women's liberation. This idea would also find its 
way into the discourse surrounding the LGBT community, 
promoted by more 'radical' elements of the LGBT 
community, to the dismay of its more 'moderate' members. 


Intersectionality: The Coalition That Critical Theory 
Built 


One recent trend in radical feminism, which has also been 
embraced by radical LGBT activism, is the dominance of the 
idea of 'intersectionality’. Intersectionality was originally 
invented in the late 1980s to describe the situation where 
individuals with two disadvantaged identities (e.g. black and 


77 


female) may experience discrimination even when individuals 
with either identity alone would not experience 
discrimination (e.g. a company which hires men regardless of 
race for physical labor, but only hires white people for 
clerical jobs). It was a good description for an important 
problem. However, the way ‘intersectionality' is used today is 
only tangentially related to the aforementioned concept. 
Instead, contemporary calls for 'intersectionality' is 
essentially a call for coalition building, where an LGBT activist 
must also support radical feminism and race-based identity 
politics movements, and vice versa. Critical theory is the glue 
that holds this ‘coalition’ together. With radical activists from 
these groups all heavily influenced by critical theory thinking, 
they tend to have the same worldview and use similar 
language anyway, therefore this coalition could be easily 
built and maintained. 


The problem with the new ‘intersectionality' is that, by its 
implications, members of the groups covered by the coalition 
must not only support the radical ideas of their own activists, 
they must also support every radical identity politics 
movement under the sun, or else they could be seen as 
‘traitors’ to their own group. Hence, LGBT individuals are not 
only pressured to adopt the oppositional attitude to 
mainstream society their radical activists champion, they are 
also pressured to accept ideas like how gender is an 
oppressive social construct, that countries like America are 
inherently racist, or how white supremacy is everywhere in 
Western society, all ideas that are characteristic of critical 
theory thinking. In recent years, arguing against these ideas 
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has become a risky move for LGBT individuals who want to 
remain in good standing with some parts of their community. 


Further Reading 


The Moral Libertarian Case Against Safe Speech, Progressive 
Stack and No-Platforming 


Moral Libertarian Perspective: Why Identity Politics is Often 
Morally Questionable 


Available in The Moral Libertarian Idea (2020) or The Moral 
Libertarian Perspective (2022) by TaraElla. 
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Chapter 4. The Ideological Distortion of 
What Being Trans Means 


Mack: One thing | really can't agree with you people is the 
idea that gender can be a social construct. It's completely 
non-scientific. There's plenty of scientific evidence that 
gender is biological. Even if you separate physical sex and 
gender, there is still plenty of evidence that gender-related 
properties are biological. 


Sue-Jane: This topic, | actually don't understand very much, to 
be honest. However, | guess if we treat gender as a social 
construct, it would make life easier for trans people, right? 
And as long as it makes life better for other people, isn't that 
what ultimately matters? 


Tess: No, treating gender as a social construct doesn't make 
life better for trans people at all. Mack is right, it is 
scientifically clear that gender is not a social construct. 
Moreover, pretending that gender is a social construct denies 
the suffering of trans people, and prevents others from truly 
understanding our condition. 


Mack: So, you don't believe that gender is a social construct? 
Isn't that what all trans people believe? 
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Tess: Of course not! The idea that gender is a social construct 
is not what the trans community has historically believed. It's 
an idea that's been imposed on us recently, just like it's been 
imposed on the rest of society. 


Sue-Jane: | guess you learn something new every day. But this 
sounds really interesting. So who's promoting the idea that 
gender is a social construct, then? And what purpose does it 
serve, then? Besides, why do some people keep saying that 
almost everything is a social construct? What do they really 
want? 
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Silencing the Truth for Political Purposes 


One common criticism of so-called socially progressive 
thinking is that it sometimes contains mutually conflicting 
ideas, that those who support that line of thinking just 
couldn't reconcile but would not openly challenge either. 
This makes so-called ‘social progressivism' look hypocritical at 
times. The fact is, so-called 'social progressivism’ is actually a 
coalition of different groups with their own ideas and 
worldview, and the 'party line’ that is taken is often a 
compromise between the claims of different groups. 


One such contradiction in ‘social progressivism’ is the idea 
that gender is a social construct, but that trans people are 
born with an innate gender identity. Clearly, both cannot be 
true at the same time! The fact is, the idea that gender is a 
social construct comes from radical feminism, and the idea 
that trans people are born with an innate gender identity 
comes from both trans people themselves and medical 
professionals who are supportive of them. Historically, the 
two groups have been at odds with each other, precisely over 
this argument. 


The ‘Born This Way' Argument 


In recent years, the 'born this way' argument has been 
central to the argument for LGBT rights, particularly gay 
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marriage. The 'born this way' argument has become such a 
refrain in our culture that Lady Gaga even successfully turned 
it into a hit song in 2011. In the trans context, the 'born this 
way' argument has an even longer history. Ever since 
physician Dr Harry Benjamin published his book on trans 
people in the 1960s, the understanding that trans people 
have an inborn medical condition, and therefore that they 
deserve sympathy and support, has been increasingly 
accepted by mainstream society. The use of the 'born this 
way' argument in the context of gay rights during the 1990s 
and the 2000s had a further mutually reinforcing effect on its 
application in the trans context. Furthermore, medical 
research in recent decades has provided some evidence for 
gender dysphoria as an inborn medical condition, with 
various hypothesis around its cause (based on genetics, 
hormone receptors and/or prenatal hormone environment) 
being increasingly debated. Looking at these developments, 
it appears that we may finally be getting closer to the a fuller 
scientific understanding of gender dysphoria. 


However, the very idea that there could be a biomedical 
basis for gender dysphoria essentially means that there are 
biological differences between male brains and female 
brains, something that radical feminists cannot accept. 
Radical feminists see gender as a social construct, and see 
any other view on this matter as oppressive and in service of 
the patriarchy. This ideology ultimately stems from critical 
theory thinking (as | discussed in Chapter 2). The point is, 
trans people are living embodiments of a scientific truth that 
critical theory-based radical feminism simply cannot accept. 
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Indeed, this fundamental disagreement is why historically, 
radical feminists and the trans community were at odds with 
each other. Even today, gender critical feminists on one side, 
and trans people who see the trans condition as a biological 
problem on the other side, continue to not only strongly 
disagree with each other, but also with the 'new progressive 
consensus' rooted in postmodern feminism. 


A Political Problem that Needed an Anti-Science 
Solution 


The problem is, if radical feminism and the trans community 
continue to be at odds with each other, this could represent 
a tricky situation for the socially radical faction of the left. 
Their 'intersectional coalition’, which includes radical 
feminists, race-based identity politics activists and radical 
LGBT activists alike, would not be able to hold. If they sided 
with the radical feminists over trans people, they could 
alienate the increasingly LGBT friendly younger generations. 
If they sided with the trans community over radical feminism, 
they could tear apart their own long standing alliances. Either 
choice could spell the end of critical theory based 
‘intersectional' activism as a viable movement. 


Enter postmodern, or third wave (or is it fourth wave now) 
radical feminism. This form of radical feminism keeps faith 
with the previous second wave version, in that it is deeply 
rooted in critical theory thinking. It continues to be critical 
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towards the traditional institutions of society like marriage 
and family, believing these to be cultural tools of the 
patriarchy to maintain its power. It continues to believe in 
gender as entirely socially constructed to serve the needs of 
the patriarchy, and that it should be deconstructed. It 
continues to staunchly reject the possibility of any innate 
differences between male brains and female brains, and is 
therefore also incompatible with the biological view of 
gender dysphoria. Where postmodern feminism differs from 
second wave radical feminism is its view that even biological 
sex is a social construct, which allows them to claim that 
defining people by their biological sex under any 
circumstance is simply a cultural tool of patriarchy. From 
here, postmodern feminists can support trans people on the 
grounds that they believe nobody should ever be limited by 
the categories of biological sex. This is certainly very different 
from the original reason for being sympathetic to trans 
people (because they suffer from gender dysphoria), but it 
allows the socially radical left to maintain the radical feminist 
worldview while also being 'supportive' of trans people, thus 
allowing the 'intersectional coalition’ to stay intact. 


Of course, it is the prior existence of anti-science postmodern 
philosophy that has allowed the rise of anti-science 
postmodern feminism. In particular, the ideas of postmodern 
philosopher Michel Foucault has been particularly influential. 
Foucault believed that Western science existed to serve the 
needs of the systems of power and oppression in modern 
Western society, and he disagreed with the idea that 
impartial truth can be found through using the scientific 
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method. Foucault was particularly skeptical of the scientific 
truth of the Western medicine. He even believed that mental 
illness was a social construct! When one adopts a 
Foucauldian worldview, one can easily justify ignoring the 
many scientific facts around things like biology, and simply 
declare it all a social construct. 


Why Many Trans People Are Still Unhappy 


While postmodern feminists have a fundamentally anti- 
science worldview, it is true that they are generally 
supportive of trans people, and sometimes even help 
advocate for trans rights. Still, many trans people are far 
from happy with their influence on the public discourse 
around trans people. There are several reasons for this. 


Firstly, many trans people know acutely that what 
postmodern feminists say about trans people is simply not 
true. Every time a postmodern feminist speaks up about 
trans issues, there is great potential that they will 
misrepresent the trans condition, and further mislead the 
public about the trans condition. Many trans people know 
too well that gender isn't a social construct, having 
experienced gender dysphoria starting at an early age before 
they were socialized into the expectations of mainstream 
society. Trans people also know that gender isn't a social 
construct because they experience gender dysphoria as a 
very real medical condition, one that they suffer even in 
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private, even when society's expectations is not an issue. To 
hear the postmodernist distortions about the trans condition 
and say nothing about it, is essentially to be willing to be 
misrepresented, something that many people simply cannot 
tolerate. 


Secondly, the postmodern discourse around the trans 
condition essentially refuses to recognize the struggle and 
pain that is an important part of the trans experience. The 
postmodernist account downplays the severe distress 
associated with gender dysphoria, the actual reason that 
leads trans people to undergo gender transition, while it 
‘celebrates' the non-conformity of trans people, as if it were 
all a game. It leaves no room for trans people to speak up 
about the struggles they go through, and for these struggles 
to be recognized by other people. It is sort of like living in an 
authoritarian society where everyone has to pretend that 
things are fine, even when they are not. 


Finally, the misrepresentation of trans people by postmodern 
feminists has consequences. The postmodernist account 
downplays the fact that gender dysphoria is why trans people 
transition. Instead, it paints trans people as choosing to rebel 
against the norms of society, and 'celebrates' them as agents 
of radical change, in an almost Marcusean way. This paints an 
image of trans people as radicals by choice, rather than as 
normal people doing their best about a difficult situation. The 
fact is, the 'choice' of gender transition is often made by 
trans people because the alternative would be intractable 
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depression. To have to make this difficult decision to improve 
one's life is already a very difficult matter. For many trans 
people, it really hurts to be thought of as having chosen a 
lifestyle to spite mainstream society. Yet the popularization 
of the postmodern feminist view leads to more and more 
people having this mistaken view of trans people. 


The Silencing of the Transmedicalists 


In Chapter 3, we examined the influence of critical theory, 
particularly Marcusean Critical Theory, on contemporary 
identity politics movements. One of the most controversial 
ideas of Marcuse is that of 'repressive tolerance’, where he 
claimed that indiscriminate tolerance of all ideas is repressive 
because it favors ideas of the status quo. Instead, he 
suggested that conservative ideas should not be tolerated. 
Many contemporary critical theory-based activists have 
taken his suggestion to heart, and routinely attempt to 
suppress ideas they see as conservative. One such idea is 
transmedicalism, the view that trans identity is solely defined 
by a biological condition called gender dysphoria. Critical 
theory-based radical feminists in particular see 
transmedicalism as conservative, because it necessarily 
suggests that male brains and female brains are different in 
some way and that gender is not entirely a social construct. 
As previously explained, in the view of radical feminists, such 
ideas serve the patriarchal system and are therefore 
conservative. Of course, in the real world, such a theoretical 
explanation may not be accepted by many people. Therefore, 
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in the real world, the usual course of action is simply to 
smear transmedicalist ideas as ‘harmful’, for example by 
linking them to non-acceptance of non-binary people, which 
is clearly groundless. 


While not all of us who seek a facts-based approach to trans 
issues and/or see trans identity as rooted in biology are 
‘transmedicalists', or necessarily agree with their point of 
view, the broad smearing of 'transmedicalism' impacts all of 
us, because the ultimate goal is to remove any connection 
between transness and biology, perhaps even to make any 
such discussions taboo. Which is why | have essentially taken 
up an anti-anti-transmed attitude in recent years. While it is 
OK to point out the flaws of transmedicalist arguments, it is 
not OK to extend this to complete denial of the biological 
basis of gender identity, and the centrality of gender 
dysphoria to the trans experience. 


Destroying Everything in the Name of Progress 


One aspect of critical theory thinking has been especially 
controversial. A recurring theme in critical theory and its 
associated activism is the idea that almost everything is a 
social construct, and all such social constructs must be 
dismantled for the sake of liberation. Why would this be the 
case? And is it justified? 
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When Reality Itself Becomes A Social Construct 


Let's start with the idea that almost everything is a social 
construct. Critical theory is particularly prone to make that 
conclusion, due to an inheritance from the Western Marxist 
tradition. Marx had a general belief that all the culture, 
including all the social and political institutions, and all the 
dominant ideas of each era, were a product of the underlying 
economic system, and worked to benefit the dominant class 
of the system. Later Marxist thinkers, most notably Antonio 
Gramsci, expanded this idea further, suggesting that the 
culture and institutions of the advanced capitalist West were 
responsible for keeping the workers in their place and 
preventing revolution. Thus, the Western Marxist tradition in 
which critical theory is rooted has a strong tendency to 
question every part of the status quo, and to suspect that it is 
all a construct in the service of the powerful and privileged. 
Postmodern philosophy in particular takes this view to the 
extreme: it denies even the fundamental faith in scientific 
truth that has underpinned Western intellectualism since the 
Enlightenment, instead favoring the use of critical theory- 
style power analysis when comparing competing subjective 
narratives. This ultimately leads to a meaningless relativism, 
where everything is valid, where | can have 'my truth’ and 
you can have 'your truth’, and any attempt to introduce 
objectivity is seen as an exercise in power and oppression. 


Where | think the problem lies is a fundamental confusion 
between language and reality. All human language is, by 
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definition, a social construct, but the reality it describes is 
not. Language is not reality itself, but rather an attempt to 
describe reality, as closely as possible, based on our 
collective understanding of the world (at this particular stage 
of history). In a society where people are truly free, and 
where there is a commitment to the pursuit of truth, the use 
of language must describe the underlying reality as closely as 
possible. Indeed, when our understanding of the reality 
changes, for example via new scientific discovery, language 
must also change. On the other hand, language should ever 
only change whenever our understanding of the reality 
changes. Otherwise, we risk developing something like the 
Newspeak in Orwell's 1984. 


However, postmodern philosophy gets this totally 
backwards. Postmodernism often confuses discourse (which 
is made up of language) with reality itself. This leads to the 
false view that, if we change the language used in the 
discourse, we can change reality itself. This view is probably 
what motivates the move in recent years towards an ever 
more extreme form of political correctness. Of course, this 
view is both untrue and dangerous. Even if we force 
everyone to say that the sun rises in the West, it will still rise 
in the East tomorrow. Moreover, manipulating language to 
distort the public perception of reality is a favorite tactic of 
authoritarian regimes throughout history. 


Anyway, since postmodern philosophy often conflates 
language with reality, and since language is always a social 
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construct, this leads to the illusion that reality itself is a social 
construct. For example, since the language we use to 
describe gender is a social construct, gender itself must then 
be a social construct. It then follows that, if we deconstruct 
the language used to describe gender, then we effectively 
deconstruct and hence abolish the reality of gender itself 
(which would theoretically cure the problems of sexism, 
homophobia and transphobia!). Of course, all this is 
nonsense that won't lead us anywhere. It won't lead to 
anything constructive. All this will do is to cause a huge 
amount of unnecessary confusion throughout society, 
making proper rational debate impossible. 


In conclusion, the attempt to deconstruct 'social constructs’ 
that are actually not social constructs but actually cold hard 
reality, is a consequence of both critical theory's overly 
paranoid view towards the apparent reality, and 
postmodernism's tendency to conflate language with reality. 
These futile attempts won't have any effect on the reality 
itself, but its harm is in causing widespread confusion around 
the use of language, hampering proper rational debate and 
preventing the resolution of important social problems. 


Are All Social Constructs Bad? 


Gender isn't a social construct. But some other things that 
most of us value, including institutions like marriage, 
concepts like liberty, norms around decency and civility, and 
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values like free speech, are indeed social constructs. Critical 
theory's attitude is that all these social constructs are 
oppressive, and need to be deconstructed. But is this true? 


To answer this question, let's consider why critical theory 
wants to deconstruct almost every social construct. As | 
previously explained, critical theory inherits the Western 
Marxist view that all the culture in a given era is in the 
service of the underlying economic system and its privileged 
class. Furthermore, it also inherits the Gramscian idea of 
‘cultural hegemony’, that the culture also serves to prevent 
oppressed people from seeing their real interests and keep 
them working within the existing system. If one believed 
these things, one would naturally be inclined to see 
oppression everywhere in the existing culture. One would 
naturally wish to abolish all the existing culture, and hope to 
start all society anew. 


However, the Western Marxian and Gramscian views of 
culture are not proven facts, they are merely the opinions of 
some thinkers. On the other hand, it is a fact that our existing 
culture includes invaluable inheritance that has been passed 
down through hundreds of generations. Our cultural 
institutions are the product of centuries of evolution, and 
previous generations from long ago had to learn many 
lessons, often by the difficult way, to shape these institutions 
into what they are today: institutions that are suited to 
human nature as dictated by our biology, and can effectively 
bring out the best in humans while mitigating the less ideal 
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aspects of human nature. I'm not saying that our culture 
today is perfect; it is not. Culture is always a work in 
progress, and must continue to adapt to both new scientific 
understandings and changing societal circumstances. But it is 
just common sense that throwing all that experience and 
heritage out isn't a wise move. It is just common sense that, 
if we threw all our cultural inheritance out and start from 
scratch, the chances that we would be able to build 
something that is at least similarly good is next to nil. Such 
common sense should prevail over any ideological 
considerations. 


One of the most problematic things about critical theory 
thinking is that, because of its ideologically driven bias 
against existing conditions, it often critiques existing things 
without first adequately understanding why things are the 
way they are. It is too keen on deconstructing, and not keen 
enough on appreciating what we have. The dominance of 
critical theory thinking in some parts of academia and the 
intelligentsia has caused an imbalance that favors 
destruction over preservation. No civilization in history was 
able to be sustained under these conditions. | believe this 
simply cannot be good for the future of humanity. 


Further Reading 


Moral Libertarian Perspective: All Social Engineering is 
Morally Unsound 
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Available in The Moral Libertarian Idea (2020) or The Moral 
Libertarian Perspective (2022) by TaraElla. 
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Chapter 5. Re-building a Facts Based Trans 
Discourse 


As a Moral Libertarian, | am committed to free speech, 
because it is the best way to improve our collective 
understanding of the objective truth. | believe that this is the 
only effective way to advance trans acceptance. 


As we established earlier, those of us who believe in a shared 
commitment to objective truth are more likely to embrace 
free speech, and use it effectively to advance understanding. 
Hence, those of us who believe in using free speech to 
advance trans acceptance should work to encourage a trans 
discourse that is rooted in objectively observable facts. 


Here are a collection of articles, which | wrote during 2020- 
22, on what | think a fact-based trans discourse should focus 
on, and how we can promote a fact-based approach to trans 
issues more generally, to counter the ideological distortion 
that is happening. 


96 


Trans People Are Not An Ideology! 


Let me say this: trans people have always existed in this 
world. We are simply a natural occurrence, we don't need 
justification from any academic theory. Indeed, many trans 
people like myself believe that the academic theories around 
gender are a distraction at best, and are harmful to proper 
understanding of trans people at worst. Needless to say, we 
are not fans of the academic theory at all. Which makes it all 
the more painful for us to hear descriptions of the 'trans 
phenomenon ' or the 'trans ideology’ lumped in, almost 
reflexively, with things like critical race theory, 
postmodernism, the ‘oppression olympics’, and so on, a 
practice that is increasingly common especially among 
conservative commentators. 


| understand that there is a lot of frustration with 
postmodernism and critical theory driven cultural activism 
out there. However, please don't take it out on trans people. 
Please understand that many of us are also very frustrated 
about the cultural discourse around gender. Contrary to 
popular belief, not all of us agree with every radical idea 
around gendered language and norms out there, and we 
certainly don't have a collective agenda of imposing such 
ideas on the rest of society. The truth is, we are sick and tired 
of being used as a political football by people on all sides. All 
we want is to live our lives in peace. All we want from society 
is an understanding that we are human too. Like many other 
people, we have our own issues, and we transition and live 
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the way we do because it is required for us to find peace in 
our everyday lives. Being trans is not inherently a political 
thing, and painting it as so is very unfair. 


Some people say that they are able to separate what they 
call the 'trans ideology' (which is really gender theories 
invented by postmodern academics) from trans people. 
However, the problem with calling it the 'trans ideology’ is 
that it creates the widespread impression that trans people 
are transitioning for ideological purposes. This idea has led 
some people to believe that they must 'stop' the so-called 
‘trans phenomenon’, by opposing trans rights, and slowing 
down trans acceptance as much as possible. This means we 
don't even get a fair hearing from society. People are 
essentially conditioned to be biased against what we have to 
say even before they hear it. 


| guess the best policy is, if you have an issue with something, 
just say what it is, directly and unambiguously. | understand 
that postmodernism often has controversial things to say 
about trans people, but that is not what trans people are, 
and not what trans lives are about. If you have a problem 
with postmodernism, just say so. If you have a problem with 
certain ‘new norms' around gender proposed by activists, 
just say what you're concerned about. Perhaps you'll be 
surprised at the number of trans people whom you'll find 
common ground with. 
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And whenever you hear someone referring vaguely to 
something called the 'trans phenomenon' or the 'trans 
ideology’, the best thing to do is to ask for a clarification. 
Because trans people are not a political phenomenon, and 
we are certainly not an ideology. 
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The Case for a Trans Empiricism 


A ‘trans empiricist' approach could put the focus of the trans 
conversation back on the experiences and needs of people 
who suffer from gender dysphoria, and end the dominance 
of academic debates of gender philosophy that have nothing 
to do with the everyday lives of trans people. Today, | will 
clearly explain what a trans empiricist approach looks like, 
and how it can help us put the conversation around trans 
issues back on track. 


So what is trans empiricism? Basically, it's taking an empirical 
approach to the phenomenon of transgenderism, for lack of 
a better term. To be empirical is simply to be committed to 
the objective truth, and base our claims on observable 
evidence. In the empirical approach, observable evidence is 
taken to be the best representation of the truth. Empiricism 
is useful because it grounds our thinking in objective reality, 
and arguably protects us from sophistry. Using an empiricist 
lens, we can observe the following facts, regarding the trans 
phenomenon: 


Firstly, trans people exist, and they comprise less than 1% of 
the population. 


Secondly, the vast majority of trans people suffer from 
gender dysphoria, and transition because they want to 
alleviate their gender dysphoria. 
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Finally, gender is correlated with genetic sex in more than 
99% of cases in the general population. 


An extension to this point is that, there is a clear difference 
between trans people, and non-trans people, therefore the 
experiences of one group cannot be generalized to the other. 
This is a very important point | will come back to. 


The aforementioned empirical observations form the 
foundation of the trans empiricist argument. This is a strong 
foundation for effectively untangling some of the most 
heated debates around gender and trans people today. This 
will help us move on from such arguments, so we can focus 
on more constructive discussions. 


In the past three episodes, | discussed how certain radical 
feminists and postmodern activists have been pushing the 
idea that 'gender is a social construct’, and tying this idea to 
their support or rejection of trans people. As a result, the 
trans discourse has been needlessly tied into this pointless 
philosophical question. A trans empiricist approach would 
overcome this in multiple ways. Firstly, the validity of trans 
people can be established simply by their continued 
existence in a similar pattern across time (at least several 
generations) and culture (trans people are present in every 
part of the world). Therefore, trans people are valid 
regardless of whether gender is a social construct. Secondly, 
the empirical fact that gender is correlated with genetic sex 
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in more than 99% of the general population provides strong 
evidence against gender being a social construct. 


Perhaps most importantly, the fact that gender is correlated 
with genetic sex in the vast majority of people, but not in 
trans individuals, mean that there is a very significant 
difference between the two groups. This, in turn, means that 
the experiences of trans people cannot be generalized to the 
general population; that trans people must be understood as 
a minority group with special accommodation needs. 
Recognition of this fact is good in two ways: firstly, it stops 
the postmodernist agenda of using trans people to 
demonstrate that gender is a social construct, or to 
deconstruct gender in general society. Secondly, by 
preventing trans people from being used like this, we can 
reassure the general public that trans rights do not amount 
to a radical change for the rest of the population, rather it is 
aimed at making life easier for a small minority of the 
population. This move would be analogous to when the gay 
marriage movement pointed out that legalizing gay marriage 
would only allow gay couples to get married, and not 
‘destroy marriage as we know it’. This realization, | believe, 
led to high levels of support for gay marriage in the general 
public. 


Another thing is, postmodernists have been preventing a 
focus on gender dysphoria by participating in the long- 
standing 'transmed vs tucute’ debate, and marginalizing 
voices in favor of centering dysphoria. Basically, 
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transmedicalists believe that being trans is rooted in gender 
dysphoria, and that you need gender dysphoria to be trans. 
Tucutes believe that this view is judgmental, and amounts to 
gatekeeping. Postmodernists have made centering gender 
dysphoria impossible, by encouraging this divide, taking the 
side of the tucutes, and sometimes even resorting to 
baseless accusations of the transmed camp, e.g. that they are 
discriminating towards non-binary people, which most of 
them clearly aren't. 


Trans empiricism overcomes this situation, by eliminating the 
need for this argument in the first place. An empiricist 
approach is agnostic about whether one 'needs gender 
dysphoria’ to be 'validly trans', because it always accepts 
people as they are. However, the empirical evidence does 
clearly point to gender dysphoria being the main driver of 
trans identity and gender transition. Therefore, even without 
establishing whether gender dysphoria is a necessary feature 
of being trans, we can still establish that gender dysphoria is 
the most important feature of trans lives in general. This 
way, a trans empiricist can justifiably argue for much more 
attention to be placed on gender dysphoria, and the needs of 
people struggling with gender dysphoria, without being 
entangled in other philosophical questions. 


In conclusion, a trans empiricist approach, one rooted in the 
observed objective reality, can help end the entanglement of 
trans issues with pointless philosophical debates that have 
little to do with trans people. It can help prevent trans issues 
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from being taken advantage by those with an agenda, and 
restore the struggles of gender dysphoria back to the center 
of the conversation. | believe this would greatly help to 
advance the understanding and acceptance of trans people 
among the general public. 
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Trans: A Scientific View 


For a long time, the mainstream of the trans community 
generally understood the condition of gender dysphoria in 
terms of biological science. This understanding has 
encouraged scientific research into gender dysphoria, and 
also gradually increased the public’s understanding. 


However, in recent years, this foundation has been 
increasingly shaken, from attacks of two main types. Firstly, 
there are the reactionary forces which argue for the invalidity 
of gender dysphoria, using oversimplified and often outdated 
models of biological science. And then, there are those who 
seek to justify the trans phenomenon from a place of radical 
philosophy and postmodernism, rather than science. These 
radical philosophers are effectively willing to concede the 
scientific ground to the reactionaries, because they 
themselves believe that the scientific method is oppressive, 
because of influence from postmodernists like Michel 
Foucault. In turn, the reactionaries are more than happy to 
paint all trans people with the irrational, postmodernist 
brush. Therefore, these two factions effectively reinforce the 
views of each other, eroding the scientific foundation for 
understanding gender dysphoria every time they trade 
blows. 


Here, we will seek to re-establish the biological scientific 
understanding of gender dysphoria. We will examine the 
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evidence supporting the scientific validity of gender 
dysphoria. We will also discuss and dispel the misconceptions 
that underlie the most common lines of attack from the 
reactionaries. Finally, | hope that the evidence presented 
here will be enough to convince trans people and their allies 
that they do not need to resort to postmodern philosophy to 
validate trans people. 


In recent years, there has been much debate about the 
preliminary findings that parts of trans people’s brains are 
more similar to the opposite sex, which could provide 
support for the brain-body mismatch hypothesis. However, 
given that the findings are still rather limited, their validity is 
not yet universally accepted. This, in turn, has led some to 
falsely conclude that there is no firm scientific evidence for 
the validity of trans people. 


What we need to remember is, the human body is a complex 
thing, and there are many things about the way it operates 
that we still don’t understand, even in this day and age. It is 
therefore unrealistic and counter-productive to require solid 
proof of the underlying mechanisms for everything before 
we accept their validity. Indeed, this would paralyze many 
important parts of clinical medicine. There are still many 
medical conditions across many specialties where the precise 
underlying mechanism remains poorly understood. If we 
were to refuse to accept the existence of these conditions, 
however, many people would suffer or even die. 
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Which is why clinical medicine sometimes relies on what are 
called ‘syndromes’. Basically, syndromes are a collection of 
symptoms that often run together, where the underlying 
cause for the symptoms is not entirely clear. The repeated 
observation of the pattern of symptoms appearing again and 
again in many patients, as observed by many different 
doctors, forms the basis to establish the syndrome. After all, 
if many patients are presenting to different doctors, at 
different times, with the same thing, we can be pretty 
confident that something real is happening, and that there is 
likely to be a condition that is affecting these patients in 
common. Gender dysphoria is such a syndrome. Since it was 
first described many decades ago, many people across the 
world have presented with symptoms consistent with the 
syndrome of gender dysphoria, providing very solid evidence 
for its clinical validity. This is why trolls who compare being 
transgender with made-up concepts like ‘transrace’ or 
‘transage’ or ‘identifying as an attack helicopter’ are simply 
making a fool of themselves. 


Some people have raised the idea that those presenting with 
symptoms of gender dysphoria are really suffering from 
mental illnesses such as schizophrenia or body dysmorphic 
disorder. However, we need to remember that syndromes 
are defined by the set of symptoms that run together, as 
repeatedly observed in a large number of patients. It has 
been clearly observed, with a very large sample size, that 
patients with gender dysphoria do not exhibit symptoms that 
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are normally required to give the diagnosis of mental 
illnesses like schizophrenia or BDD. For example, gender 
dysphoria patients do not have things like hallucinations, 
disorganized speech, social withdrawal, generally disordered 
thinking or paranoid thoughts that are characteristic of 
schizophrenia. This provides clear evidence that gender 
dysphoria is not related to schizophrenia at all. 


While the exact underlying cause of syndromes are unknown, 
their treatment should still be based on evidence. What kind 
of evidence? Of course, the evidence that it works to 
alleviate symptoms and reduce suffering. After all, clinical 
medicine is in the business of relieving people’s suffering. 
The reason why gender transition is a valid treatment for 
gender dysphoria is because it has been demonstrated to be 
effective in relieving the dysphoria of trans people. Even in 
some cases, where the dysphoria doesn’t completely go 
away, there is substantial relief, which allows people to go on 
with their lives. Furthermore, whether conservative cultural 
warriors or gender abolitionist radical feminists like it or not, 
gender transition is the only known treatment that is most 
often effective in relieving gender dysphoria; there is no 
other approach that has been demonstrated to be anywhere 
nearly as effective so far. 


As we have seen, the validity of gender dysphoria is well 

established, by its long history of clinical cases, as well as the 
effectiveness of treatment via gender transition. These things 
alone are sufficient to prove the validity of gender dysphoria, 
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and we do not, and should not, need to wait for what could 
be decades, for firm understandings of molecular and cellular 
level science to be available, to affirm its validity. 


However, | believe we should continue to be interested in 
finding out more about the mechanisms behind gender 
dysphoria. After all, knowing the exact science behind things 
tend to greatly improve our understanding, and our ability to 
relieve pain and suffering. Therefore, further research into 
gender dysphoria should be encouraged. 


Now, many trans people describe their condition as one of 
mind-body mismatch. To use an analogy, it’s sort of like the 
wrong kind of software has been installed, that doesn’t 
match the hardware. Sometimes, it literally feels like the 
mind has an expectation of what the body should be like, and 
that physical mismatch is what causes the dysphoria. This is 
called physical dysphoria. Besides physical dysphoria, 
however, many trans people also report what is called social 
dysphoria, that is, dysphoria that arises from being seen as 
the wrong gender in social situations. In the next two 
segments, we will examine whether the hypothesis of mind- 
body mismatch is scientifically plausible, and whether the 
hypothesis is also plausible for both physical and social 
dysphoria. 
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| think one reason why some people are so insistent that 
gender must align with genetic sex, is because they don’t 
quite understand the way genetics work. If you think about 
it, DNA, on its own, are only a bunch of biochemical 
molecules. Their importance lie in when they get expressed, 
as real world observable characteristics. In biology, the 
inherited genes, the DNA a living thing has, is called the 
genotype, and the real world observable characteristics that 
these genes ultimately give rise to is called the phenotype. 
The phenotype includes both physical properties and 
behavioral and developmental properties. 


In many cases, the relationship between genotype and 
phenotype can be quite complicated, even unpredictable. 
This is because the translation of genes into observable 
characteristics goes through a complex cascade of steps, any 
of which also depends on a variety of factors, like 
environmental factors, and also other innate biological 
factors like hormone receptors and other regulatory 
mechanisms. These factors can lead to certain genes having 
more or less of an effect on the observable characteristics, or 
even no effect at all on the observable characteristics. The 
presence of these regulatory factors is essential, because it 
allows the effect of genes to be turned up or down by the 
body’s own regulatory mechanisms, so that the biochemical 
environment is adaptive to the body’s needs. 


Anyway, the fact that the translation of genotype into 
phenotype is a messy and sometimes unpredictable process 
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means that genetic sex may not always align with observed 
characteristics around sex and gender. The most extreme 
example of this would be complete androgen insensitivity 
syndrome, also known as CAIS. In this condition, genetically 
male individuals are completely insensitive to the effects of 
male hormones. Such individuals appear to be physically 
female, and you would generally not be able to tell them 
apart from genetic women without a medical examination. 
The existence of conditions like CAIS is solid proof that, in 
terms of sex and gender, the relationship between genotype 
and phenotype is complex and not always straightforward. 


While physical intersex conditions are the most clearly visible 
forms of genotype-phenotype mismatch in terms of sex and 
gender, it has long been hypothesized that gender dysphoria 
could also arise from similar mechanisms. For example, one 
of the most well-known hypotheses for the underlying 
mechanism of gender dysphoria is that of a brain-body 
mismatch, that trans people’s brains are somewhat more 
similar to that of the opposite genetic sex in some way. This 
hypothesis is popular because it lines up with the way many 
trans people describe their own condition. Moreover, there 
has been preliminary evidence from brain scan studies to 
support this hypothesis. Another factor in favor of this 
hypothesis is that it is very scientifically plausible. The fact is, 
various conditions like the aforementioned CAIS have proven 
that the translation of genotype to phenotype in terms of sex 
and gender is not always straightforward. Male genes do not 
always produce a male phenotype. It is therefore plausible, 
for example, that a more partial form of androgen 
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insensitivity could produce the result of a predominantly 
male phenotype when it comes to certain things, like physical 
characteristics, and a predominantly female phenotype when 
it comes to other things, like certain parts of the brain’s 
wiring. This would effectively produce a trans individual. Of 
course, this is only one hypothesis among many when it 
comes to the underlying cause of gender dysphoria. Other 
hypotheses include genetic imprinting errors, immune- 
mediated pre-natal development alterations, and more. 


Given the complexity of the systems involved in translating 
genotype to phenotype, and given our still limited 
understanding in this area of science, it is very likely that it 
could take a long time before we fully understand the 
underlying cause of gender dysphoria right down to the 
genetic and molecular level. However, the take away 
message from all this is that, it is very scientifically plausible 
that an individual who is genetically male could have a 
female gender identity and feminine gendered behavior. It is 
also very plausible that, as a result of feminine wiring, such 
an individual’s brain would expect to reside in a female body, 
which would create physical dysphoria. Of course, it is 
equally plausible for the opposite to happen in genetically 
female individuals. It is therefore, in fact, those who think 
that genetic sex must always be predictive of the gender of 
an individual, who are ignorant of the complicated science 
here. 
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Some people have said that, while they sort of understand 
the logic behind intersex neurological wiring causing physical 
dysphoria, that is the feeling of being literally ‘trapped in the 
wrong body’, they still remain skeptical of so-called social 
dysphoria, the kind of dysphoria where trans people are 
uncomfortable being seen as a member of their genetic sex 
in social relations. They still suspect that this could be due to 
internalized gender stereotypes. However, social dysphoria is 
actually just as biologically plausible as physical dysphoria, 
and the fact that both are usually present in trans individuals 
to some degree is just to be expected. 


| prefer to call so-called social dysphoria ‘relational 
dysphoria’. After all, social dysphoria is entirely rooted in the 
role one has to play in interpersonal relationships. And, 
contrary to the influence of decades of social construction 
theory, there is scientific ground to believe that these roles 
could be biologically programmed according to gender. Let’s 
start with sexual orientation, which is often understood to be 
simply whether one is attracted to men, women or both. 
However, many trans people would tell you that they are 
specifically only interested in a relationship as a woman with 
a man, or as a woman with a woman, for example. They will 
tell you that they do not want to be loved by a man as a man, 
for example. This may sound strange to some people, but it’s 
really not. If you look across the animal kingdom, in mating 
rituals, the males and the females often have very clearly 
defined, and very clearly different, roles to play. And these 
roles are clearly biologically hardwired. This is a clear 
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demonstration that gendered behavior is intimately 
intertwined with sexual orientation. 


But how about more everyday interactions, between friends, 
for example? Again, if you look at the way men bond with 
men, if you look at the way women bond with women, and if 
you look at the way men and women bond ona friendship 
level, it’s all qualitatively different. And it’s not just due to 
culture or socialization. If we look at the animal kingdom, 
males and females clearly have different ways of bonding, 
and animals being animals, it’s clearly due to nature rather 
than nurture. In fact, if you just think about this for a while, 
you would realize how much of our everyday relationships, 
even the small details, are gendered. This is universal across 
all cultures, and remains the case even in cultures where 
there is a relatively high level of equality between men and 
women. This would clearly explain why ‘social dysphoria’ can 
be very debilitating for many trans people. 


Furthermore, social situations themselves can also remind 
trans people of their physical dysphoria in unexpected ways. 
For example, men are expected to do more of the heavy 
lifting physical work, because they are physically bigger and 
stronger on average. If a closeted trans woman, who is being 
perceived as man, gets asked to do the physical work as ‘one 
of the guys’, it would remind her of her unfeminine physique, 
which would worsen the physical dysphoria. Another 
example is how trans women generally don’t want to be seen 
as attractive as men, or how trans men generally don’t want 
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to be seen as attractive as women, because that would 
remind them of their physical dysphoria. These examples 
show how even regular social interactions can remind trans 
people of their physical dysphoria, and not just their 
relational dysphoria. 


The fact that physical and social dysphoria most often co- 
exist in trans individuals is not only scientifically plausible, it 
actually gives further credence to both phenomenon being 
rooted in biology. A neurological ‘map of the body’ that does 
not match the genetic sex of the individual would give rise to 
the feeling of being trapped in the wrong body. Neurological 
programming regarding gendered behavior that is 
incongruent with the genetic sex would give rise to social 
relational dysphoria in the course of many everyday 
interactions. Such dysphoria would be particularly acute in 
the area of intimate relationships. Both of these things can 
arise from similar biological mechanisms, that cause the 
phenotype to differ from that predicted by the genotype, as 
discussed earlier. 


Now, let’s recap the things we have established. Firstly, 
gender dysphoria is a real phenomenon. The long history of 
clinical practice proves that. Even though we don’t know the 
exact science behind this phenomenon, it is nevertheless well 
established to be valid, and this situation is not uncommon in 
clinical medicine either. Secondly, gender dysphoria is not 
caused by mental illnesses like schizophrenia or BDD. The 
evidence for this also lies in clinical observation and 
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experience, and it is also very well established. Finally, the 
commonly held view that gender dysphoria represents a 
mind-body mismatch, possibly due to genetic or hormonal 
factors, is scientifically very plausible, and there is indeed 
preliminary evidence to support this hypothesis. Of course, 
it’s still a long road ahead in terms of understanding the 
exact mechanism behind gender dysphoria, and we should 
remain open to all scientifically plausible hypotheses until 
then. 


All this provides a clear picture of what gender dysphoria is, 
what it is not, and all rooted in medical and scientific 
knowledge and reasoning. As we have seen, there is indeed 
no need to resort to radical philosophy or postmodernism to 
explain gender dysphoria. Indeed, | believe any attempt to do 
so would be a distraction at the very least, and could take us 
further away from developing a broadly accepted 
understanding of trans people and their issues. 


Going forward, | believe it is up to us, who believe in the 
scientific model of gender dysphoria, to speak up for it, and 
to counter myths that come from all directions about trans 
people, which are not scientifically sound. This includes both 
myths derived from radical philosophy, as well as myths 
coming from a place of conservative bias. After all, the role of 
science is to illuminate the truth. 
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On Trans Rights, Let's Not Get Distracted By 
Philosophical Questions 


| am a trans woman, and | identify as a woman, so logically | 
would have to believe that trans women are women. There's 
also the fact that | live my life in society as a woman, and is 
seen as such, so there's a bit of life experience to support my 
view that trans women are women. 


However, let's make this clear. | don't believe we need to 
make everyone agree that trans women are women. | have 
nothing against people who don't believe that trans women 
are women. For two very good reasons. Firstly, you can't 
make the whole world agree with you anyway. It's 
authoritarian to do so. As a Moral Libertarian, my political 
goal is that everyone has equal and maximum moral agency, 
and that of course includes every individual making their own 
minds up about things, using their own independent 
thinking. So of course I'm going to accept that there are 
naturally going to be differences in views. 


Secondly, and this is perhaps the more important point, | 
don't think people necessarily need to agree that trans 
women are women, before they can support the idea that 
society can and should accommodate trans people and our 
needs. Sometimes, | even think that the whole argument 
over whether trans women are women is a distraction from 
the more important conversations we need to have. It 
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needlessly creates an us-vs-them dynamic, which is bad 
when what we need to do is to come to a better 
understanding about certain issues. 


When | say trans women are women, it isn't an absolutist 
statement or anything like that. It simply means trans women 
identify as women, we live our lives as women socially, and 
we would like to be treated as women socially, wherever 
possible. Now, that doesn't mean we need to deny any 
biological differences, or the need to take into account and 
accommodate those differences in certain areas of life. 


If you say that, okay, we will treat trans women just like 
other women in most areas of life, but there needs to be a 
few exceptions, then I'm fine with that idea, as long as the 
exceptions are reasonable and the gender dysphoria and 
safety needs of trans people are still accommodated. What | 
have a problem with is some forms of extreme gender critical 
ideology, where there is a firm commitment to place trans 
women in the category of 'men’, at all times, at all costs. This 
is not science, but rather, pseudo-Marxist radical feminist 
ideology, and the application of this ideology can harm trans 
women in many areas of life. We must not let ideology come 
before humanity and compassion. 
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What is a Woman (or a Man) 


So, 'what is a woman’? Or, 'what is a man’? | guess there are 
no hard and fast answers to these questions. You see, the 
concepts 'man' and 'woman' were part of the English 
language, and indeed part of every language in the world, 
well before humans had given any thoughts to define things 
clearly. Historically, the need to define things absolutely 
clearly came with the development of things like modern 
legal systems and scientific study. However, human 
civilization had a long history before these developments. 
And it is in these ancient times that the concepts of 'men' 
and 'women' arose. 


Before what we could call modern academic thinking 
emerged, the way human beings understood things, 
especially natural phenomenon, was mostly by perception, 
and comparing to what they already knew. Hence, a 'man' 
was what people perceived as similar to other men they had 
known, and a 'woman' was what people perceived as similar 
to other women they had known. There was no ‘definition’, 
in the modern sense, to speak of. We also have to remember 
that perception is necessarily subjective to some extent, 
which means its application to borderline cases could vary 
between observers. (However, in ancient times, people 
generally lived in smaller and more isolated communities, 
and they weren't likely to come across borderline cases, so it 
wasn't much of a problem.) Hence, any rule that claims to be 
able to objectively and reliably classify borderline cases as 
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‘men’ or 'women' 100% of the time, would have to be a 
modern invention. This includes definitions based on 
reproductive systems, gametes, genes and identity alike. 


This then begs the question: if a 100% clear and certain 
definition for ‘'man' and 'woman' never existed in the first 
place, is it a good idea to invent one now? | don't actually 
think so. The fact is, whatever definition you come up with, it 
is going to be problematic in some way. For example, 
definitions emphasizing genetics, reproductive systems or 
other aspects of anatomy are going to find plenty of 
exceptions, even if we exclude trans people. There are non- 
trans women with XY chromosomes, there are many 
naturally infertile men and women, and there are certainly 
enough people with atypical anatomy to make any system of 
definition embarrassing and painfully hurtful to some 
individuals. Besides, why do we have to obsess about 
classifying people? Can't we just accept people as they are, 
and treat everyone with compassion? 


Since there really can be no satisfactory definition, instead of 
obsessing about definitions and where to ‘draw the line’, | 
think it is more useful to think of 'man' and 'woman' as 
archetypes, which would in fact be more consistent with the 
traditional way people used these words. There is a clear 
archetype of what a 'man' is, and what a 'woman' is, agreed 
to by people across the centuries and across different 
cultures, and everyone knows what the archetypes look like. 


120 


Therefore, we do actually have a firm and shared 
understanding of what a 'man' or a 'woman' is. 


But how about trans people, who basically have a mix of 
features from both archetypes? People who insist on 
engaging in line-drawing exercises make it look like it's trans 
people who are the problem, but then, if you let go of the 
obsessive need to put people into boxes, much of the 
problem actually goes away. Trans people do not inherently 
challenge the long-standing archetypes of 'man' and 'woman' 
just by existing. It is only the act of obsessive line-drawing 
that makes it look like so. | think society should simply 
recognize that trans people are an exception to the rule, and 
provide accommodations where necessary, rather than be 
fixated on which 'category' we should belong to. 


Ultimately, the point of life shouldn't be to obsessively 
classify people. People should be treated as human beings 
rather than objects to be classified, and accepted as they 
exist, even if they don't fit into boxes neatly. 


If trans people are not the ones interested in drawing the line 
between men and women, then who is? From what | see, 
there are three types of people, with three types of agendas, 
involved. Firstly, there is the anti-LGBT rights faction of the 
conservatives. Among this group, the idea that there needs 
to be a firm line between 'men' and 'women' appeared to 
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have developed during the gay marriage debate. Back in 
2004, in response to the courts legalizing gay marriage in 
Massachusetts and some parts of Canada, the anti-gay 
marriage people proposed constitutional anendments to 
stop what they saw as ‘judicial activism’. In fact, some were 
so fearful of ‘judicial activism' that they were not even 
satisfied with defining marriage as between a man anda 
woman, they thought they also needed a clear definition of 
the terms 'man' and 'woman'. 


The effort to define 'man' and 'woman' ultimately didn't 
amount to much, because it was something that was hard to 
put boundaries around (as | had demonstrated above). 
Ultimately, gay marriage was legalized by the US Supreme 
Court on grounds that had nothing to do with the definitions 
of 'man' and 'woman'’, which just shows how futile the whole 
thing was. However, when trans issues became a mainstream 
topic around the same time, the effort to define 'man' and 
‘woman' resumed, this time to defeat trans rights. | guess the 
thinking is, if they could come up with a reliable and 
generally accepted rule to categorize people as 'men' and 
‘women’, and demonstrate that trans women are men under 
that rule, then trans rights become invalid. However, the 
argument that trans people deserve rights because we 
deserve compassion, isn't going to be affected by their line- 
drawing exercise. In other words, trans acceptance and trans 
rights aren't going to be stopped by line-drawing exercises, 
and frankly I'm not that worried about such exercises. 
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The second type of people who are interested in line-drawing 
are the radical feminists whose politics are rooted in the 
critical theory pseudo-class struggle model. A definition of 
‘woman' is needed here, because men are defined as the 
oppressor class, women are defined as the oppressed class, 
and people need to be clearly sorted into the oppressor or 
oppressed class. Furthermore, gender critical theory says 
that women are oppressed because of their reproductive 
capacity, which provides labor for the capitalist system. 
Therefore, the line gender critical feminists use would 
logically have to be drawn around reproductive organs. 
Which is why they are so certain that trans women are men 
(and hence part of the oppressor class). However, when 
asked to explain why they include infertile genetic women as 
women, they never seem to give a convincing answer, that 
would still be consistent with their exclusion of trans women. 
Which just shows that line-drawing is always going to be 
problematic, and is going to be even more problematic when 
it is done in the service of identity politics. It is also important 
to note that the gender critical view of what a woman is, is in 
fact a very radical and ahistorical one, because it is ultimately 
a form of pseudo-Marxist class membership, rooted in the 
20th century theory that having a womb makes you a 
member of the oppressed class. 


The final type of people who are interested in line-drawing 
are the postmodernism inspired gender deconstructionists. 
Many such activists probably don't even want the traditional 
categories of men and women to exist. By engaging in some 
line-drawing, and dragging borderline cases like trans people 
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into it to 'make it problematic’, they can destabilize the 
categories. This is why, when trans people say that people 
should be accepted as what they identify as, 
deconstructionists seem to agree too. The problem is, trans 
people generally want this rule to apply to themselves, so 
they could be accepted and have an easier time in life. 
Deconstructionists want this rule to apply to everyone in 
society, which they think will lead to the destabilization and 
collapse of the categories altogether. The underlying 
motivations of the deconstructionists are picked up by 
general society, who then begin to fear that trans rights will 
end up fundamentally affecting their commonly held 
understanding of gender. Hence, deconstructionists 
effectively use trans people as cannon fodder to make their 
point in the culture wars, while carelessly creating backlash 
towards trans people. 


So how should we resolve this problem? | think this problem 
could be best resolved by re-affirming the long-standing 
notions of 'man' and 'woman' for society in general, while 
creating clearly defined exceptions for trans people. This 
could start with moving to an archetype-based view of 'man' 
and 'woman' (as described above), which would have strong 
roots in our inherited understandings, and also resistant to 
destabilization by the games of the deconstructionists, 
because they are not vulnerable to be 'made problematic’ by 
a line-drawing game. Trans people would then be treated as 
an 'exception to the rule’ minority, with appropriate 
accommodations. Social gender would then still be tied to 
traditional notions for the vast majority of the population, 
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while trans people get an exception justified on 
compassionate grounds, and are treated on the basis of their 
gender identity where practicable, which is at least most of 
the time. 
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Is Gender A Social Construct? A Deeper Dive 


| am very firm about my belief that gender is not a social 
construct. However, | think one thing we should all 
acknowledge is that, in this debate, we are often actually 
talking past each other. For example, those who say that 
gender is a social construct tend to focus on things like 
gender stereotypes, rigid gender roles and social 
expectations, and | can definitely agree that these are social 
constructs that limit the freedom of individuals. | certainly 
have nothing against attempts to liberate us from these 
shackles. 


On the other hand, when people like myself talk about 
gender being biological, we tend to refer to things like 
gender identity, natural inclinations in the way we relate to 
people, especially in romantic relationships, and bodily 
dysphoria in trans people. Based on objective observation, 
these things are extremely unlikely to be due to social 
construction. Many trans individuals (including myself) are 
firm in our gender identity from a young age, before we even 
understand social gender relations. Bodily gender dysphoria 
is also clearly not due to any external social construct. 
Furthermore, the way individuals relate in romantic 
relationships is likely a part of their sexual orientation, which 
we generally agree is inborn and not a social construct. It is 
also very likely to have a neurological or biological basis, 
based on evolutionary logic. Those who insist that gender is a 
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social construct tend not to pay much attention to these 
things. 


As some have pointed out, if we clarify what we mean 
exactly when we refer to 'gender', the scope of the conflict 
between the two sides of the debate is definitely much 
reduced. And | agree that clarifying definitions and using 
more precise language would go a long way towards 
‘resolving’ the debate. However, in the purest form of the 
social constructionist view, as advocated by many radical 
feminists, all of 'gender’, i.e. all differences between men and 
women that are not physically observable, is socially 
constructed. This doctrine leaves absolutely no room at all 
for the aforementioned biological concept of gender. Indeed, 
the gender critical feminist attitude towards trans people is 
rooted in this doctrine. Under this doctrine, trans people 
must be invalid, because there aren't any possible reasons 
for an innate gender identity that does not match the 
physical. Therefore, this radical, absolute version of social 
constructionism is totally incompatible with any biological 
concept of gender, and also doesn't leave any room for a 
biological account of trans people. 


Of course, not everyone who leans towards seeing gender as 
a social construct sees it in this absolute way. | guess there's 
a strong parallel with the nature vs nurture debate. In that 
debate, | usually lean strongly towards nature, but | guess 
most of us could agree that it's not 100% nature or 100% 
nurture, but somewhere in between. Similarly, | guess most 
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of us could agree that gender, referring to the total picture of 
the differences between men and women that are not 
physical, is at least not totally socially constructed. As long as 
we can agree on this, there is still plenty of common ground, 
and plenty of room for a biological model to explain trans 
identity. 


Finally, | wish to explore an argument | sometimes encounter 
in this debate: that gender is, 'by definition’, a social 
construct, and to argue against it is stupid or something like 
that. Some parts of academia have actually come to define 
gender as a social construct. The problem | have with this is, 
it's all a matter of language to some extent. You can't 'define' 
reality, like you can't define the Earth to be flat, for example. 
But you can always define language. By 'defining' gender as a 
social construct, you would essentially be limiting the 
concept of gender to the social expectations and stereotypes 
stuff, and leaving out most things relevant to trans people, 
for example. If | were conversing with someone from a field 
of study that defined gender this way, and we were 
discussing work from that field of study, | guess we could use 
the word this way, in this particular context. However, we 
would still need to be mindful that the way 'gender' is used in 
this context would not cover the whole range of what 
‘gender’ means in the wider world, and would certainly not 
cover the way 'gender' is understood in the biological 
concept of trans identity, for example. 
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Wish vs Reality: A Trans Perspective 


Having a gap, a big difference, between wish and reality, is a 
constant feature of life for many people. This is especially 
true for people who suffer from gender dysphoria. While the 
goal of transition is to alleviate gender dysphoria, the key 
word here is ‘alleviate’. In many cases, it doesn't make the 
dysphoria disappear completely, but it makes it easier to deal 
with, so we can go on with our lives. In other words, there is 
still a big difference between wish and reality in many areas, 
both physical and social. The reality is that, trans women 
can't become exactly the same as genetic women, and trans 
men can't become exactly the same as genetic men. 
Eventually, to achieve long term stability, we just need to 
deal with this fact. Many trans people who have transitioned 
for at least several years would agree that, at some point, 
you just need to accept this wish vs reality gap, and deal with 
it. Trust me, it is needed for our long term psychological 
health. 


Which brings me onto the next issue: the difference between 
how people perceive us, vs how we perceive ourselves. The 
fact is, we can't control how others perceive us. It's another 
fact of life that we need to get used to. Of course, as trans 
people suffering from gender dysphoria, it is totally 
reasonable that we don't want to have our dysphoria 
exacerbated. Therefore, we might not want to hang out with 
people who constantly try to find opportunities to invalidate 
our gender identity, for example. We certainly have the 
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freedom to do so, and there's nothing wrong with doing so 
for the sake of our wellbeing. 


However, more broadly speaking, we can't expect the whole 
society to perceive us the way we perceive ourselves. As | 
often like to say, the goal of trans rights should be reasonable 
accommodation, so that we can have an equal opportunity at 
life. The goal shouldn't be to demand validation from society, 
because nobody can demand validation from another 
person. Recently, | read a comment saying that the problem 
with trans activists is that they sometimes demand 
agreement with their epistemology of transness. The fact is, 
we can't even agree on the epistemology of transness within 
our own community. It's been a point of argument for as long 
as | can remember. How can you expect non-trans people to 
agree, and to which part of the trans community should they 
agree with? As the history of philosophical debates shows, 
seeking agreement on epistemology is a dead-end. We can 
have trans acceptance without epistemological agreement. 
Who cares whether this or that person really thinks that 
‘trans women are women’, as long as they are accepting of us 
and kind to us? 


| guess having a philosophy that respects each of us as 
individuals with the right to our own moral consciences can 
help us navigate the way we relate with other people. After 
all, it was in the year that | first came out as trans that | 
solidified a lot of my philosophy in this area. As a Moral 
Libertarian, | believe that every individual should have equal 
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moral agency. Therefore, you don't have the right to 
invalidate or intimidate me, and | don't have the right to 
invalidate or intimidate you. | have the right to identify and 
present the way | want to. You have the right to think or say 
anything about it, but it wouldn't take away my right to do 
what | believe is best for myself. This attitude has served me 
well for 15 years. | think this is the healthiest attitude for 
trans people to take, in a world that is not always accepting. 


131 


Chapter 6. The Anti-Postmodern Case for 
Trans Acceptance and Rights 


Mack: While | don't mind using people's preferred pronouns, | 
do see some people make the case for not doing so. Their 
case is that it is important that we stand up for reality, as 
part of the fight for a reality-based world, where facts are 
facts, science is respected, and free speech is always upheld. | 
can respect and understand that. 


Tess: | always support free speech, so while | don't like being 
misgendered, | personally recognize that it is a person's right 
to say whatever they want. All | can do is to make my case as 
to why it's better to use people's preferred pronouns. | 
personally disagree that using people's preferred pronouns is 
akin to denying reality. After all, there's no reason why 
pronouns must correspond to genetic sex all the time. 
Countries are generally called 'she' even though they don't 
have a genetic sex, for example. Language is about function, 
after all. As are most human institutions. 


Sue-Jane: See, Mack? The whole issue about pronouns and 
reality is all a politically driven fuss about nothing! 


Mack: | guess logically, you're right. But the thing is, many 
people feel like they need a way to stem the tide towards 
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postmodern reality denial, and all its associated agenda. | 
think people on both sides are making too much fuss about 
pronouns, an issue | personally don't care about. But the fact 
is, we need a way to stop the slide towards unreality. 


Sue-Jane: If that's the case, that's a separate issue. We must 
deal with each issue separately on their own merits. 


Mack: But how? | guess many people see social change that 
they are worried about, and they don't know how to deal 
with it. 


Tess: As always, | think we first need to understand why 
exactly the change is happening... 
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True Rationality Isn't Simply Reactionary 


While we need to be aware of the harmful and insidious 
influence of critical theory and postmodernism on our society 
and culture, this doesn't mean that we should always simply 
do the opposite of what critical theory activists or 
postmodern activists do. After all, it is never a good idea to 
just always do the opposite of what your political opponents 
do. As the saying goes, we don't simply cease breathing or 
cease drinking water just because our political opponents do 
these things. Instead, while we should consciously reject any 
influence of critical theory and postmodernism in our own 
thinking, we should still use our own critical thinking, our 
own values and our own conscience to judge each issue and 
each idea on its own merits. 


Why Accommodating Trans People is not 
Capitulation to Postmodernism 


One example of an attempt to oppose critical theory activists 
by doing the exact opposite of what they do is the practice 
among some conservatives to use gendered pronouns rigidly 
according to biological sex, explicitly refusing to make 
exceptions for trans individuals. It is as if they think that, if 
postmodern activists wish to erase the reality of biological 
sex (which they can't in reality anyway, but that's another 
story), then the antidote to that would be to rub this reality 
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in the face of others all the time, regardless of other 
considerations like compassion and practicality. 


The accommodation of trans people should aim to make it 
easy for trans people to integrate into society so that they 
can contribute at their best level, while also taking in the 
concerns of other people, so that the process does not create 
resentment in society. In the whole scheme of things, 
pronouns are a relatively minor issue, in fact. However, since 
there has been much mainstream discussion on this 
particular issue, | will be using it as an example to 
demonstrate my point about trans accommodation. 


While | respect and support the free speech rights of 
everyone to use pronouns as they please, | strongly disagree 
with the idea that using a trans person's preferred pronouns 
is an act of capitulation to postmodernist science denialism. 
This is because, even if we reject the postmodern arguments 
and completely accept the reality of biological sex, there are 
still several strong reasons for making reasonable 
accommodations towards trans people, including the use of 
their preferred pronouns. The first and most obvious reason 
is that, as a decent society, we treat people suffering from 
medical conditions with decency and compassion, including 
alleviating their burden where it is possible and not making 
life unnecessarily hard for them. Making accommodations for 
trans people is no more about 'denying the facts of biological 
sex' than building a ramp for physically disabled people is 
about ‘denying the fact that they are disabled’. Both acts are 
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simply about making people's lives easier, so that they get to 
enjoy a more equal level of opportunity in society, and that 
their abilities do not get wasted. Nothing about 
accommodating trans people in everyday life makes us 
unable to acknowledge the reality of biological sex when it 
truly matters. Using a trans woman's preferred pronouns 
doesn't mean we can't acknowledge that she doesn't have 
periods and can't get pregnant, or that her medical needs are 
sometimes very different from genetic women, for example. 
It also wouldn't mean allowing a trans woman license to do 
whatever they like, regardless of the discomfort of genetic 
women. Since the fact that society accommodates trans 
people is based on the grounds of compassion and respect, it 
would be more than reasonable to expect trans people to 
repay others with the same compassion and respect. Which 
would obviously include not doing anything to make other 
people extremely uncomfortable! 


The Medical Science Case for Trans Accommodation 


At this point, some people may argue that it is not good to 
indulge in a trans person's ‘delusion’, as if gender dysphoria is 
a form of psychosis akin to schizophrenia. This argument has 
been popularized by a few conservative media personalities, 
all of whom have no medical education or training. However, 
it is already well established in medical science and 
psychiatry that gender dysphoria is not a form of psychosis, 
and that there often is no effective 'treatment' other than 
the symptomatic treatment of gender transition. The clinical 
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evidence for this is clear, and is based on decades of clinical 
experience with a large population of patients with gender 
dysphoria. Furthermore, while gender transition does not 
actually change the genetic sex of a trans person, it is akin to 
symptomatic treatment to relieve the suffering of patients 
when a curative treatment is not available. Symptomatic 
treatment is a very legitimate and very important part of 
clinical medicine. To say that symptomatic treatment is akin 
to 'cooperating with delusion’ is ridiculous. 


Another way to look at this is, where a set of clinical 
symptoms is repeatedly described in the general population, 
a clinical syndrome is described and formalized in clinical 
practice, even if the exact etiology is not yet known. This is 
how the syndrome of 'gender dysphoria’ has come to be an 
accepted diagnosis in clinical medicine. The fact that this 
syndrome has been repeatedly described and diagnosed ina 
consistent way throughout different times and different 
places is what proves that it is a 'real thing' rather than the 
delusional thinking of certain individuals, or a 'fashion of the 
day' identity. Furthermore, the fact that gender dysphoria is 
clearly a constant natural occurrence also supports the case 
for society to make reasonable accommodations for its 
existence. 


A few people may further argue that the views of the medical 
establishment have been affected by the activism of radical 
activists. But this represents a lack of understanding of how 
medical science and clinical medicine work at the very least, 
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and potentially even represents a more sinister attitude of 
distrust towards the medical profession similar to that found 
in postmodernism. (What we really need to emphasize more 
is that, neither side of politics has a monopoly on anti-science 
attitudes, and both sides of politics are not above denying 
reality when it suits them.) In reality, modern clinical 
medicine has a strong emphasis on everything being 
‘evidence based’. What counts as a medical condition must 
be based on objective considerations of health and 
dysfunction, and not the cultural views of society. The 
description of medical syndromes must be strictly based on 
clinical experience, and the recommended treatments must 
be strictly based on clinical evidence. There really is no room 
for politically motivated influence in modern medical science 
and clinical medicine. 


Political Considerations Must Not Get in the Way of 
Good Science 


While gender dysphoria is a well established and well 
described medical syndrome, the precise scientific causes of 
this syndrome remains unclear. In the interests of advancing 
the scientific understanding of the causes of gender 
dysphoria, several hypotheses have been offered, including 
pre-natal hormonal environment abnormalities, hormone 
receptor mutations, genetic imprinting errors, and so on. 
Some of these hypotheses could be 'offensive' to either 
critical theory and postmodern activists, or conservative 
cultural warriors, or even both. For example, many of these 
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hypotheses include an assumption that there are 
fundamental differences between male brains and female 
brains, something that critical theory-influenced radical 
feminists are unlikely to accept. Many of these hypotheses 
also point to trans people being essentially intersex, at least 
on the neurological level, if not on a whole-body level, 
something that conservative cultural warriors may not want 
to consider. Nevertheless, we should not let political 
considerations get in the way of good science. The 
generation and exploration of scientific hypotheses should 
never be limited by the preferences of political factions. We 
should protect the freedom of scientific research from being 
limited by those with a political agenda, left-wing and right- 
wing alike. 


It All Started with a Historical Accident 


To start reversing the social problems created by critical 
theory and postmodernism, we first have to understand that 
the rise of these ideas was a historical accident, and that 
their continued spread is therefore contingent on particular 
conditions. In particular, it should be understood that 
support for these extremist ideas is very dependent on 
context, and even generations who were once curious about 
these ideas could turn away from them when conditions 
change. 
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A Generational History of Political Trends, From 
1968 to 2008 


Once upon a time, critical theory and postmodernism were 
very marginal. Back in the 1960s, everyone from French 
Communists to American Democrats and Republicans agreed 
that the ideas of Herbert Marcuse were a bad influence on 
the youth. No matter their nationality or their political 
affiliation, mature, responsible adults of that era instinctively 
knew that such destructive ideas could not be good for 
humanity. 


As previously mentioned in Chapter 3, the break that allowed 
critical theory thinking to spread into the mainstream came 
during the Vietnam War. The Vietnam War was perhaps the 
most costly mistake in recent Western history, not only 
because of the huge economic costs and the many human 
lives lost during the war, but also because of the deleterious 
impact on Western culture for generations to come. During 
the Vietnam War, millions of young men found themselves at 
risk of being sent to fight, and potentially die, in a foreign 
country, in a war that had nothing to do with their own 
country's safety. This created an existential crisis in many 
young intellectuals, many of whom became disillusioned with 
the traditional cultural institutions they grew up with. 
Moreover, with the bipartisan support for the war in America 
and many other countries, the students could only turn to 
fringe political elements to gain support for their anti-war 
campaign. All this, combined with the immaturity of the 
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student activists (most were under 25, thrust into political 
activism by the war before they were mature enough to 
understand many things), meant that there was now a big 
population of young people who were receptive to fringe and 
extreme ideas. College campuses across the Western world 
suddenly became centers for the dissemination of critical 
theory thinking. 


After the Vietnam War came to an end, with the threat of 
conscription no longer present, college campuses largely 
reverted to their previous state, and political radicalism died 
down. Most Generation X students (born around 1964-1979) 
were largely unaffected by political radicalism and critical 
theory thinking. In fact, many Americans Gen Xers voted for 
Reagan when they were young, and a plurality of American 
Gen Xers are still Republicans to this day. Political radicalism 
was not to return to college campuses until after 2010, and 
its influence would effectively skip three decades of college 
students before then. 


Most baby boomers also went on with their lives. They got 
jobs, got married and started families, and many of those 
who had previously been radical students gradually realized 
the impracticality and even the danger inherent in the views 
of their youth. Perhaps because of the stability of the 1980s 
and 90s, or maybe because they subconsciously knew that a 
stable and healthy society was better for raising children, in 
middle age, most baby boomers became very family and 
community orientated. They effectively passed this attitude 
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onto their children, mostly the older half of the Millennials 
(born in the 1980s). These older Millennials are now in their 
30s and some of them have begun running for political office. 
The value they place on strong families and a healthy social 
fabric is clearly seen in many of their platforms. Critical 
theory and postmodernist thinking is clearly absent from the 
vast majority of these platforms. This has created the 
interesting situation where in today's political field, you are 
more likely to find a socially radical candidate in their 60s or 
70s rather than in their 30s or 40s. 


The Return of Critical Theory Radicalism, From 2008 
to the Present 


While most baby boomers gave up the radicalism of their 
student days, a minority of them continued to dream of 
radically transforming society, and their ideas sometimes got 
even more radical with time. For example, some of the 
radical boomer students became academics, and they used 
their academic work to further develop critical theory and 
postmodern theory. Therefore, while mainstream Western 
society enjoyed a prolonged period of peace and prosperity 
during the 1980s, 1990s and 2000s, ideas even more radical 
(and perhaps even more destructive) than those of earlier 
critical theorists like Marcuse and Foucault were brewing, 
out of sight of the mainstream public. The fact that these 
ideas developed in a way that was closed off from 
mainstream scrutiny meant that they were increasingly out 
of touch with reality. It also meant that there was no 
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moderation from the counter-balance of mainstream 
‘common sense’. Hence, bad ideas like how minorities 
needed 'safe speech’ and that free speech was oppressive 
against minorities, for example, were able to thrive. The 
foundations for a potentially very misguided and very 
destructive wave of radical cultural activism was hence 
already laid down. 


Starting around the end of the first decade of the 21st 
century, several things happened, and in combination they 
allowed critical theory and postmodernist thinking to re- 
enter the mainstream conversation, and especially influence 
the politics on college campuses. Firstly, the Global Financial 
Crisis of 2008 ended a long period of stability and prosperity, 
and it shattered confidence in existing values and institutions 
across the board. Less than three years after the crisis began, 
by 2011 there were mass movements like Occupy Wall Street 
calling for systemic change. While there was no clear 
agreement as to what this change would look like, this 
moment provided an opportunity for previously fringe ideas 
of all sorts to enter the mainstream discussion. Secondly, the 
popularization of political discussion on the internet and 
social media allowed previously fringe ideas to reach many 
people, leading to their adoption by many who perhaps don't 
fully understand the context and the implications of these 
ideas. (Note that I'm not advocating for censorship here; the 
answer to dealing with the proliferation of problematic ideas 
is NEVER censorship!) Finally, several divisive political 
developments in the Western world, including the Brexit 
referendum and the US elections in 2016, caused severe 
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political polarization and reaction in some circles, perhaps 
leading to an increasing appeal of fringe ideas for many 
people, via the doctrine of 'the enemy of my enemy is my 
friend’. 


The result of all these developments is that critical theory 
and postmodern thinking had effectively entered into 
mainstream cultural and political discussions by around 2015, 
and this development further accelerated after the events of 
2016. Divisive identity politics that pit one group against 
another became common, and people began literally 
‘checking their privilege’ using dedicated apps, literally 
participating in an ‘oppression olympics’ to claim more 
oppression points than other people. It also became cool to 
be a 'victim' of oppression, and victim mentality was 
celebrated at the expense of promoting resilience. Support 
for free speech plummeted on college campuses across the 
West, and disrupting and de-platforming unwanted speakers 
became increasingly common. Such activities also affected 
the normal studies of many college students, but many dare 
not speak up in fear that they would be accused of being 
‘privileged’. Unscientific ideas like 'gender is a social 
construct' are not only promoted; they are enforced as the 
new dogma, with anybody daring to say the opposite 
promptly labeled as a harmful influence and 'canceled' in 
many social circles. There is simply no room for rational 
debate in this 'new normal’. Respect for individual liberty and 
freedom of conscience have plummeted to an all-time low. 
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How to Tame The Beast: The Lessons of Recent 
History 


The present situation does seem bleak. However, one of the 
greatest lessons of history is that the present does not 
necessarily predict the future. As previously outlined in this 
chapter, many baby boomers were radicalized to accept or at 
least be curious about critical theory thinking during their 
college student days. However, as they grew older, as their 
wants and needs in life changed with the advent of 
parenthood, and as the general environment changed to 
become more peaceful and stable, most boomers gave up 
their views from their student days, and became family and 
community orientated people. They became the responsible 
adults who raised my generation, the responsible adults who 
provided us with a mostly healthy environment to grow up 
in, who made an effort to make the world safer and more 
friendly for the sake of us. And now, many of us are paying 
that debt forward, by doing our best to promote healthy 
communitarian values in an increasingly divided world. 


The point is, support for the extreme ideas of critical theory 
and postmodernism is context dependent. It tends to happen 
when young and inexperienced people are faced with what 
they consider a hopeless future, with no solutions for what 
they see as widespread injustice. This was the reason for 
students embracing critical theory in the 1960s; it is also the 
reason for students embracing critical theory and 
postmodernism today. Furthermore, this is also likely to at 
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least partially explain the increased tendency for young LGBT 
individuals to adopt these ideas, for example. On the other 
hand, once people are more hopeful about the future, and 
once they have meaningful things to believe in and a stake in 
caring for the health of society, they are less inclined to 
embrace extreme ideas like critical theory and 
postmodernism. This was effectively why most baby boomers 
turned away from critical theory. Understanding this 
provides us with a way to tame the beast for a second time, 
and perhaps for good this time. 


We Need to Raise Awareness About The Problem 


To effectively tackle any problem, we must first be aware of 
it, and be able to define it. This is, perhaps, the most 
important part of our work right now. Awareness about the 
effects of critical theory and postmodernism has been 
increasing in right-leaning circles in recent years, but there 
remains misunderstandings even in the majority who are 
aware of the problem. In moderate and left-leaning circles, 
however, awareness about the effects of critical theory and 
postmodernism is still extremely low. This represents the 
biggest problem, in my opinion, because critical theory and 
postmodernist activists mainly target left-leaning people for 
their recruitment and alliance building. Without much 
resistance to their ideas in left-leaning circles, critical theory 
and postmodernist activism keeps growing every year. 
Without many people to challenge their ideas in left-leaning 
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circles, critical theory and postmodernist thinking keeps 
spreading unchecked every year. 


While right-leaning circles have become much more aware of 
critical theory and postmodernism in the past 20 years or so, 
this awareness has been communicated in a somewhat 
confused manner. The way some right-leaning commentators 
set out to oppose critical theory and postmodernist thinking 
has also created confusion among the general public, and 
impeded the spread of awareness across the political 
spectrum. Too often, right-leaning commentators attempt to 
smear the whole left with the critical theory extremist brush. 
As a result, their otherwise completely correct critique of 
these extremist activists just won't be taken seriously in left- 
leaning circles. Where this kind of politically motivated 
critique keeps coming in large volumes (as it has since 2015), 
left-leaning intellectuals eventually invent excuses to ignore 
it all, like how it supposedly only happens on college 
campuses, and how it supposedly only represents immature 
behavior from college students. The eventual effect is that 
left-leaning circles become completely resistant to any 
discussion about the harms of critical theory activism. 


Another thing is, while critical theory activists often call their 
project 'social justice’, we should all know that it doesn't 
represent real social justice, as it has been defined in the 
mainstream throughout the 20th century. Still, some right- 
leaning commentators somehow let the radical activists get 
away with appropriating the term, effectively agreeing that 
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social justice is identity politics, no-platforming, cancel 
culture, and the like. They further reinforce this notion when 
they say things like how the real divide today is whether you 
support social justice, how the concept of social justice is 
invalid, or how ‘social justice is cancer’. The problem with 
letting critical theory activists appropriate 'social justice’ is 
that it confuses many people, because that's not what 'social 
justice’ has meant, and still means, for most people. In 
particular, left-leaning circles have always prized their 
commitment to social justice, as the word originally meant. If 
those opposing critical theory and postmodernism brand 
themselves as anti-social justice, left-leaning circles would 
just ignore what they have to say. 


The overall point is, we need to cut through the noise and 
spread awareness about the problems critical theory and 
postmodernism are creating, and we need to correct the 
multiple misconceptions out there. It won't be an easy task, 
but we need to do it. One way to do it would be to start a 
conversation with a friend. Another way to do it would be to 
give a book like this one to a friend to read. 


We Need to Provide a Better Alternative 


Raising awareness about critical theory and postmodernism, 
and vigorously making our case against these ideologies in 

the public arena is important. We have the power of rational 
reason behind us, we have the scientific truth behind us, and 
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there is no reason why we can't win every debate decisively. 
However, looking at the bigger picture, | think this ‘culture 
war' can only be won if we are able to provide a better, more 
compelling alternative. We need to provide hope and 
confidence, where critical theory sows confusion and doubt 
about everything from our fundamental institutions to the 
scientific truth. We need to stand for individual liberty and 
free speech, to defeat critical theory's attempt to justify 
authoritarian actions using fundamentally flawed arguments. 
We need to provide a vision of unity in diversity of thought, 
to defeat critical theory activists' hypocrisy of causing division 
between groups yet demanding conformity within groups. 
Our vision is the grand vision of the Western Enlightenment, 
and there is every reason to believe that this vision will 
eventually defeat the critical theory worldview 
comprehensively. After all, in the free market of ideas, the 
better idea always wins in the end. 


The fact that critical theory, postmodernism and their 
derivative ideas have generally been developed and 
incubated in academia means that any alternative we 
provide must also have an academic side, so that we do not 
cede the entire humanities-intellectual sphere to the critical 
theory worldview. In other words, we need more academic 
debates and discourse that are rooted in other worldviews. 
For example, the Moral Libertarian worldview provides a 
framework to resolve many social issues, and can provide an 
alternative framework to analyze these issues. The more we 
use alternative frameworks to conduct intellectual analyses, 
the more we can compete with the critical theory 
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framework, and prevent its monopoly in certain intellectual 
circles. 


As we Saw previously, people, in particular young people, are 
more likely to turn to extremist ideologies like critical theory 
and postmodernism when they are frustrated with the state 
of society, do not see a path for change, and do not see a 
future they can believe in. Conversely, when they have 
something they believe in that they can work for, and when 
they believe they are part of a community they can be proud 
of, they are much more likely to turn away from those ideas. 
This is why | believe an inclusive, truly open-minded and truly 
compassionate vision of society is most able to defeat the 
rise of critical theory and postmodernism. We fail to uphold 
this vision if we simply act opposite to what critical theory 
proponents appear to support every time, regardless of the 
consequences on other people's lives. 


Where we are fundamentally opposite to critical theory is in 
our overall vision. But in our stances on individual social 
matters, we should prioritize being true to our vision of being 
inclusive, open-minded and compassionate, and we should 
avoid being reactionary out of misunderstanding, frustration, 
or politically driven hostility. If we act in a reactionary way to 
all sorts of social problems, we will just end up discrediting 
ourselves, and playing into the hands of the cultural radicals. 
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The Power of Positive Thinking 


Finally, it must be emphasized that positive thinking is 
perhaps the most important and effective antidote to the 
critical theory worldview. In fact, Marcuse himself feared 
that positive thinking would prevent people from uptaking 
his views, which is why he promoted negative thinking. 
Positive thinking effectively immunizes the mind against the 
negative thinking pathway that critical theory attempts to 
open up. By cultivating positive thinking, the negative 
thinking pathway that critical theory requires is effectively 
blocked. 


Given the highly jargonistic nature of much of critical theory, 
it may not be possible to bring about the widespread 
understanding of critical theory in the general population 
that would be required to generate widespread resistance to 
its agenda. However, positive thinking is easy to promote, 
and could be a very effective antidote to the recent spread of 
critical theory thinking. 


The 1990s, a Beacon of Hope with a Warning 


We need to remember that, after the upheaval of the 1960s 
and 70s, when Western society almost disintegrated, there 
eventually came the 1990s, arguably a golden period of 
peace and prosperity. The divisive (and in some cases 
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destructive) mood of the 1960s and 70s eventually gave way 
to the pro-family and pro-community spirit of the 1990s. 
While the 1990s were not without its problems, it represents 
the high watermark of social cohesion in recent decades, and 
it serves as a recent enough historical beacon that we can be 
inspired by. If things could turn around like that once, they 
could turn around like that again. The best days of the 
Western Enlightenment project are still ahead of us. 


But we must also remember what led to the end of that 
golden period: the events of the 2000s. Where the 1990s was 
open-minded enough to embrace gradual adaptive change, 
the 2000s saw Western society become much more close- 
minded and reactionary, largely as a result of the political 
mood set by the Bush administration. During the 2000s, if 
you supported gay marriage you were against family values. 
If you opposed the Iraq War you were against American 
values. The building frustration during this reactionary period 
eventually led to momentum for culturally radical ideas in 
the following decade. The lesson is that we shouldn't stray 
into a generally reactionary mood, because it can end up 
destroying everything. 


Lessons from the Gay Marriage Movement 


A society that is inclusive, compassionate, open-minded and 
hopeful about the future should work towards the inclusion 
of everyone. Of course, the recent critical theory-influenced 
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attempts at ‘inclusion’ are clearly not the way to go. 
Inflammatory and divisive attitudes, for example calling for 
the ‘cancellation’ of straight white men in certain Hollywood 
roles, as if it is alla zero-sum game, should be rightly 
condemned. Instead, the general aim should be to integrate 
minorities into our great existing social institutions, as much 
as possible. Furthermore, if there is any reform to pursue, it 
should be done in an inclusive way, that sincerely deals with 
the concerns of as many people as possible, and aims to 
bring as many people along as possible during the process. 


The movement to legalize gay marriage has been very 
successful in the past two decades, resulting in the successful 
legalization of gay marriage in all major Western countries 
except Italy and Switzerland as of this writing, and with 
relatively little backlash in most countries. Polls in multiple 
Western countries have shown that support for gay marriage 
is now over 60%, a figure that has actually been confirmed by 
referendum in Ireland and Australia. There are several 
important reasons for the success of this movement: firstly, it 
never pit gay people against mainstream society. Instead, it 
was all about extending a fundamental pillar of society to a 
previously excluded population. It was all about making 
mainstream society better, rather than tearing it apart. 
Secondly, the leaders of the movement generally encouraged 
rational debate over the issue. There was a sincere attempt 
to deal with concerns from multiple quarters of society. 
There was no dismissing concerns by calling people 
‘privileged’. Finally, it was a constructive movement, rather 
than a destructive movement. It aimed to build something 
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new, not destroy any existing thing. Moreover, it never 
wanted to take anything away from anyone; there was no 
zero-sum attitude at all. These are all features that any 
reform, going forward, should learn from. 


Concluding Words 


Critical theory and postmodernism have made Western 
society culturally and politically unwell in recent years. 
However, with the right arguments, the right vision, and a 
more widespread awareness of what is happening, we can 
effectively fight back. The best days of the Western 
Enlightenment project could still be ahead of us. 


Further Reading 


The Moral Libertarian Way to Social Justice 
The Moral Libertarian Manifesto 


Available in The Moral Libertarian Idea (2020) or The Moral 
Libertarian Perspective (2022) by TaraElla. 
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Chapter 7. Building Bridges to End The 
Trans Wars 


Here are a collection of ideas, from articles | wrote during 
2020-22, on how we can build bridges to end the toxic 
culture wars around trans issues, and achieve a good 
outcome for both trans people and broader society. 
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Compassion Builds Bridges 


One thing | often say is that, in culture and politics, we must 
always avoid tribalism. In recent years, | have become 
concerned that the discourse around trans issues has 
become similar to the wider political environment, with 
increasing tribalism, black-and-white thinking, and echo 
chambers. The main reason why | have started speaking up 
about trans issues again after not talking about them for a 
decade is because | want to counter this trend. | want to 
build bridges between the trans community and different 
parts of the wider society, to increase mutual understanding, 
so that our views of each other aren't dominated by 
stereotypes and biased perceptions. | believe this is the key 
to building trans acceptance, because it is what | have found 
in my own life experience. Most people don't have a problem 
with trans people, but they might not understand us very 
well. This can lead to difficulties when we ask for 
accommodations to be made. But the thing to remember is 
that, most people aren't actually against us. Rather, it's a 
problem of understanding. 


When | say | want to break the echo chambers and build 
bridges, | mean that | want to do so on both sides of the 
divide, i.e. the trans community as well as society at large. In 
recent years, trans representation in mainstream media has 
improved, and most people out there probably have at least 
a rudimentary understanding of trans people. This stands in 
contrast to when | first came out in 2006, where the first 
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reaction from people sometimes ranged from an awkward 
curiosity to not knowing how to respond at all. However, the 
kind of trans representation out there is often stereotypical 
in one way or another, and does not reflect the diversity of 
trans people out there. This must change, and | am hopefully 
helping to change it. On the other hand, the trans community 
increasingly has its own echo chamber, and it too must be 
challenged. For example, it is common for trans activists to 
paint an overly negative picture of various people or groups 
out there who might not always understand or support us, 
and this overly negative attitude often goes unchallenged in 
the trans echo chamber. The problem with this is, if you start 
out by deciding that some people are the enemy and their 
attitude is not changeable, it creates a self-fulfilling 
prophecy, and the trans community will never gain any more 
allies than we currently have. 


Bridge building is not always an easy exercise, especially 
when there are already a load of stereotypes, emotions and 
historical grievances built up on both sides. | believe the key 
ingredient for successful bridge building is compassion. The 
ability to see the other side as human, and the ability to 
stand in their shoes. This, of course, must go both ways. To 
increase compassion, we must challenge the stereotypes and 
tribalist attitudes that stand in the way of recognizing each 
other as human. This, again, is a core part of my mission, in 
the work | am doing. 
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Trans people often have difficult lives, and bear the 
psychological scars of struggles related to both innate gender 
dysphoria and social discrimination. In particular, many trans 
people feel like they are constantly worried about potentially 
losing civil rights, and recent events in several places have 
shown that this fear is not unfounded either. | hope that 
wider society can see the trans community's tendency to 
overreact to certain things in light of this context, and be 
more forgiving and less judgmental. 


On the other hand, many people out there still have a lot of 
gaps in terms of understanding trans lives, our experiences 
and our needs. Making demands of others and expecting that 
they be accepted by everyone almost overnight is unrealistic. 
We need to understand where other people are coming 
from, and allow them the time to go through the process of 
understanding on their own terms. 
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Pronouns and Free Speech: A Trans Woman's View 


| want to talk about the issue of pronouns, which has, in 
recent years, gained an unusual amount of prominence in the 
trans discourse. In fact, there is a view that the issue of 
pronouns has taken attention away from more bread and 
butter issues, like housing and employment for trans people, 
and this is a view that | certainly agree with to some extent. 
After all, even if everyone used the correct pronouns, it 
would be no good if trans people were still highly 
disadvantaged in employment, for example. The issue of 
pronouns is also a controversial one, especially since it has 
been linked to the wider issue of free speech in the broader 
(non-trans) political landscape. | will soend some time talking 
about this controversy later in this episode. 


But first, let's get back to the basics. It is clear that almost all 
trans people have a strong wish, to be referred to by the 
pronouns of the gender we identify with. Surely, non-trans 
people generally like to be referred to by the pronouns of 
their gender too, but the issue is particularly intense for 
many trans people. There are various reasons for this, 
including social convenience, assimilation, and simply not 
wanting to be abruptly outed when one is already passing to 
other people. However, perhaps the most important reason 
is rooted in gender dysphoria itself. Being referred to by our 
preferred pronouns essentially means not being called the 
other set of pronouns, which means not getting yet another 
reminder of the mismatch that is at the core of our gender 
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dysphoria. And most of us would certainly appreciate not 
getting our gender dysphoria reinforced again and again in 
conversations. Therefore, | have tried to describe using a 
trans person's preferred pronouns as an exercise in 
compassion. And most people do accept this, in my 
experience. 


In recent years, there has been a push by some to make a 
very big deal out of the use of pronouns in relation to trans 
people. This has turned the whole thing into a culture war 
battleground, linked to the wider debate around free speech 
outside the trans community. | personally think this is a 
regrettable development: | mean, as | have said, if we explain 
that using our preferred pronouns is a compassionate thing 
that helps us experience less dysphoria, most people out 
there do accept it. However, now that it's been turned into 
part of the free speech wars, some people are now 
deliberately resisting it. And so, the activists who are 
supposed to represent us have made a mess of the whole 
thing, and effectively made life harder for many of us. 


For those who think that not using a trans person's preferred 
pronouns is 'standing for free speech’ or something like that, 
please hear me out: the reason why we support free speech 
is that it is essential for free thought and free debate. Free 
speech means that you are free to articulate any idea, in the 
free market of ideas. If you have read my other writing, you 
would know that | am a big defender of free speech. The way 
we take a stand for free speech is to be unafraid to voice our 
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own beliefs, and hence take a meaningful stance, in the 
debate of ideas, even if unpopular. Deliberately refusing to 
use a trans person's preferred pronouns is not this, however, 
because pronouns are not a debate of ideas, and no 
meaningful stance is actually being taken here. (Nor should 
pronouns be used as a 'proxy' for debate about ideas around 
gender, because that would just dumb down the debate so 
much as to make it a meaningless shouting match.) 
Conversely, by calling a trans woman 'she', you are not 
actually endorsing any idea, because as described above, it is 
simply an act of compassion. 


Now, let's turn to the activists. It is clear that the culture wars 
over pronouns are not doing us trans people any good. 
Therefore, things need to change. Not only are the pronoun 
wars distracting from bread and butter issues like housing 
and employment, they are now likely to be stalling trans 
acceptance among the general public, due to association 
with the wider culture wars out there. Furthermore, the 
pronoun wars are even dividing the trans community itself. 
When a disagreement about the use of pronoun rounds has 
led to intra-trans community cancel culture drama, you know 
that something has gone wrong, and we must start 
rethinking things. 


Perhaps we should start by thinking about what would 
actually be good for trans people, in practice, and not just in 
theory. We need to think about solutions that would 
practically work, not philosophically driven schemes that 
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most people simply wouldn't adopt in real life, or could even 
bring us backlash. And finally, let me say this: when thinking 
about the way we approach pronouns, we should stay away 
from postmodern critical theories about discourse and 
power, because that stuff would only serve to detract from 
being grounded in the reality of real life. Which is what trans 
people need most, right now. 
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How This Trans Person Sees Trans Jokes 


| want to talk about a controversial topic: trans jokes. Let's 
get some background first. People have been saying trans 
jokes, like, forever. | mean, stand up comedians essentially 
recycle the same jokes again and again until they aren't even 
funny anymore, that's just what they do, right? Based on this, 
| thought that trans jokes were just going to eventually die 
out simply because they're not funny for anyone anymore. 


But somehow, trans jokes have become a big controversy, in 
the stand up comedy scene, in a way | honestly never 
expected. Just like | never expected we would have two 
consecutive US Presidents older than the one before. And 
just like | never expected that one day people would become 
addicted to their phones. And honestly, it's not what | 
wanted to see, either. | mean, there are enough 
controversies around trans issues, | don't think we need this 
too. I'm sick and tired of being a political football. Or should | 
say, political basketball, because we are thrown around quite 
a lot these days. 


Another thing is, some things are like, the least said the 
better. There's this old saying that you shouldn't rub salt into 
a wound, or something like that, right? Perhaps those 
people, who aren't trans themselves but make a big deal out 
of every perceived trans injustice, should take note of that. 
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So, how does this trans person see trans jokes? Well, as long 
as they are not intentionally bigoted or harmful, | personally 
don't have an issue with them. The bigger problem is that, | 
don't find them funny at all. But then again, | don't find most 
stand up type jokes funny. Maybe I'm just a no fun person 
after all. But maybe, just maybe, there really ain't anything 
funny about being trans, especially after you get used to it. 
Like there's nothing funny about the sun, the sky, or the rain. 
Trans people are just as natural as those things after all. 
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The Key to Winning Trans Rights 


Today, | want to talk about an ugly truth: there is a trans 
moral panic out there. People are scared that trans people 
and trans issues are going to upset the order of society. It's 
like how there was a major moral panic around gay marriage 
back when | was in college, which saw the majority of US 
states, as well as other Western countries like Australia, 
moving swiftly to ban gay marriage. Luckily, the gay marriage 
movement was able to overcome this moral panic relatively 
quickly, which ultimately led to the vast majority of Western 
countries legalizing gay marriage over the next 15 years. 


So how do we deal with the trans moral panic? | think it's 
important to look at what causes moral panics. | believe that, 
at a basic level, all moral panics are caused by a fear about 
damage to social institutions, commonly held values, and 
ultimately what keeps the social consensus going. In 
sociology, the theories that examine social consensus are 
called 'consensus theory’. They used to be dominant, before 
the rise of conflict theory in the 1970s. | believe the neglect 
of consensus theory in Western sociology in recent decades 
has contributed to an inability to examine and overcome 
moral panics. 


There are many forms of consensus theory, but the most 
famous and influential school of consensus theory has to be 
Talcott Parsons's functionalism. Indeed, back in the post-war 
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era, sociology and Parsonian functionalism were almost 
synonymous. Parsonian functionalism examines society using 
a functional lens. It is based on the idea that society needs to 
fulfill certain functions, namely adaptation, goal attainment, 
integration, and pattern maintenance. Parsons showed how 
institutions and social norms allowed society to fulfill these 
functions. Although Parson's analyses were criticized for 
being too focused on the 1950s middle class, | think we can 
apply a similar analysis to today's problems and learn a lot 
from it. The thing | like most about functionalism is how it 
understands that every society needs to fulfill certain 
functions, how complex systems are required to make it all 
work, and how important it is to appreciate things when they 
work well. 


| know it's unfair that we have to face this current moment of 
backlash, but if we want to advance trans acceptance and 
trans rights, it's up to us to find a way out. | think if we want 
to overcome the trans moral panic, we need to show that we 
are able to work with society, and the complex components 
that maintain it. We need to show that trans rights will not 
damage things people hold dear. And it's true: trans rights do 
not pose a threat at all to these things. Postmodern ideology 
might pose a threat to these things, but it's actually 
completely separate from trans issues, and we need to make 
that clear. At the end of the day, the marriage equality 
movement was able to convince the public that gay marriage 
wouldn't harm families and marriages. | guess, now, it's up to 
us to show that trans rights, similarly, wouldn't harm things 
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people hold dear. And learning a bit of consensus theory 
could help us a lot in this regard. 
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Exit the Trans Culture War? 


You may have noticed that the conversation around trans 
issues has been plagued with conflict, accusations and anger 
in recent years. You may have noticed that there is a lot of 
shouting and name-calling, but not much actually gets 
resolved. What you may not have thought about is, does it 
have to be this way? What happened to make it this way? Is 
there another, better, way? 


| think the degradation of the once polite conversation 
around trans issues into a culture war bonfire has a lot to do 
with the entry of things that have nothing to do with the 
everyday lives of trans people. Like activists with their own 
agendas from both extremes. And very academic 
philosophical debates. And, of course, a good dose of blue vs 
red style partisan politics. That, in particular, always poisons 
everything. 


The truth is, nobody really benefits from this culture war type 
conversation. Trans people in particular suffer the most 
because of it. Next time the trans culture wars are on show 
again, ask these questions: isn't there a better way? Can't we 
do more mutual understanding, and less us-vs-them? Can't 
we try to find some common ground, and not heighten the 
conflict further? Can't we do better? 
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Conclusions 


In recent years, the influence of queer theory and adjacent 
ideas rooted in postmodernism and critical theory has 
distorted the discussion around trans issues. This has led to 
confusion about why trans people transition, and the 
decentering of the actual experience of trans lives in the 
public trans discourse. In turn, these developments have 
likely contributed to a slow down in trans acceptance and 
even backlash in some segments of society. 


As a Moral Libertarian who is committed to free speech, a 
healthy marketplace of ideas and a shared reality in objective 
truth, | believe that it is through fact-based discussion that 
we get to a better understanding on issues. | also believe that 
it is through understanding that we resolve our differences. 
Trans issues are no exception to these general truths. This is 
why | believe that, by opposing queer theory and adjacent 
ideas, and advocating for a return to a fact-based trans 
discourse, we will ultimately bring about better 
understanding and acceptance of trans people. 


While it was my Moral Libertarian worldview that has 
inspired me to take the aforementioned views, which are at 
the foundation of the arguments presented in this book, the 
arguments themselves are generally geared towards finding 
a good way forward for both the trans community and 
broader society, and their merits are independent from any 
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kind of political philosophy. The solutions presented are also 
effective regardless of philosophy. Therefore, | hope that 
people across the political spectrum can take a serious look 
at what is presented in this book. It could be our way to exit 
the 'trans wars’. 
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